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this day. It should be noted that, on presenting a petition for 
winding up, and before the day for hearing, several new 
requirements will have to be observed. The solicitor must 
attend the registrar with the affidavit known as the statutory 
affidavit, which, as formerly, must have been sworn and filed 
within the prescribed time. Not less than two days before the 
day appointed for hearing the petition the solicitor must satisfy 
the registrar that it has been duly advertised, which will be 
done by producing the advertisements. He must also produce 
to the registrar the office copy of the affidavit of service (if any) 
of the petition. He must also prepare a list of names and 
addresses of those who have given notice of their intention to 
attend the hearing of the petition. To facilitate these proceed- 
ings @ form or forms will be provided at the registrar’s office 
whereon the performance of all these duties will be entered 
from time to time on a table, and this form, duly filled up, 
must be handed to the registrar in court prior to the hearing of 
the petition. The costs properly Loawel in ing out y Bond 
requirements will be allowed as part of the costs of appearing 
on the petition. 





Tue terrer from the Yorkshire Law Society to Colonel 
Howarp Vincent, M.P., which we print elsewhere, states 
very forcibly the reason to which we have frequently re- 
ferred for apprehending danger from the Public Trustee 
Bill. There was a disposition until recently—perhaps there 
still is in some quarters—to re the establishment of a 
oomges trustee, resort to whom will be voluntary, as a harm- 
ess fad. Let the official be appointed, it is said; let him 
open his office ; it is absolutely certain that he can never obtain 
fees sufficient to pay for his staff and office expenses. He will 
have to close his doors in two or three years; why, then, should 
we o the trial of an experiment which is necessarily 
doomed to failure? People who reason in this way forget that 
this course of proceeding is never adopted in a public office. 
If the office does not pay, the question considered by the author- 
ities is not, Shall we shut it up ? but, What shall we do to make 
it pay? And the most obvious reply to the question is, Let us 

e resort to the office compulsory, either directly or indi- 
rectly. Look at the Land Registry Office, established in 1875. 
Fourteen years after its establishment it was denounced in the 
House of Commons as “‘one of the most useless and worthless 
offices in the whole range of our administrative system ; only 
about eight titles a year were registered, and the office cost 
£2,796 a year.” During these fourteen years no Government 
proposed to close the office, and the course ultimately taken 
was, by means of new rules, to facilitate and cheapen access to 
it; by the Land Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888, 
to add other functions; and by the Land Transfer Bills it was 
attempted to render recourse to the office compulsory. So, we 
venture confidently to predict, will it be with the public trustee. 
Once let the office be constituted it will continue to exist, and if 
the public will not come in voluntarily, means will be found for 
compelling them to come in. 





Ir 1s pirricutr to take seriously the moral which the Daily 
News finds in a recent discussion in the House of Commons. 
“It is a grave question,” we are told, ‘‘ whether the salaries of 
the judges should not be removed from the Consolidated Fund 
and placed upon the Estimates, so that their conduct might be 
criticized by the ( aperewige of the people, whose servants 
they are.” In days which do not belong to very remote 
woken the judges were not only theoretically, but very 

c Cag servants of the Cae aa held their office 
rin, sovereign’s good pleasure; they were very freel 
criticized by him and his advisers; and if their eiailinis ws sat 
satisfactory the judicial bench knew them no more. By an 


oversight this state of things was not remedied by the Bill of 
Rights, but nevertheless W11114™ ILI. had the good Hi to make 
the commissions of his judges run “ guamdiu se bene gesserint,” 
and by the Act of Settlement this was made the only legal 
form, while, at the same time, the salaries of the judges were to 
ee an entablicen . It was still n 


guard against the possibility of misconduct, 


, however, 
hence the 





rovision for the removal of a ju 
|e of Parliament. Hitherto these enactments have beeg 
regarded as among the most important safeguards of the Con. 
stitution. The judges were by them rendered independent of 
the power of the Crown, while interference by Parliament must 
necessarily take the form of an act of extreme solemnity. But 
now that the power of the Crown has been shifted to the Lower 
House, we are told that it is a grave a whether criticism 
and interference which was found intolerable on the part of the 
Crown shall not be revived in the “representatives of the 
people.” It seems to be forgotten that there are many questions on 
which the judges and the majority of the House of Commons might 
well be at variance. It may be assumed that there would be no 
danger of justice in ordinary civil cases being tampered with 
through fear of a hostile vote, but if the judges were made to 
feel that the “representatives of the people” were their 
masters, the guarantee for their absolute independence in 
matters of law gravely affecting some powerful class in the 
State would be gone. “It is right,” continues our contempo- 
rary, ‘that a judge should be independent of the executive, 
It is not right, and it was never intended, that he should not be 
responsible to the High Court of Parliament.” Exactly so, and 
how that High Court is to act is specified in the statute above 
referred to. But the mode there pointed out differs altogether 
from a summary power in one branch of it to punish an 
obnoxious judge by cutting down his salary. 





Tue Drvistonat Court has decided, in Seagrove v. Parks (ante, 
p. 316), that leave cannot be given, under order 11 of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court, to serve a writ of summons on a defend- 
ant serving on.a British warship in foreign waters. This 
decision will afford some food for reflection to practical minds. 
The point decided by the case has frequently presented some 
difficulty to the judges sitting in chambers. Naval officers are 
not more exempt, one would have supposed, than other people 
from actions at law. Traders do sometimes find it necessary to 
take legal proceedings against them for the recovery of debts 
inc and if the defendant is serving on a foreign station 
— is made for leave to issue the writ and serve it out 
of the jurisdiction. Here comes the difficulty. Theoretically a 
British ship, wherever it may happen to be, is not merely 
British territory, but it is a part of England. The legal fiction 
exists, we believe, that the deck of a British man-of-war is part 
of a certain parish at the East End of London. It is, therefore, 
never “out of the jurisdiction.” Consequently, when applica- 
tion has been made to the judge in chambers, under order 11, 
for leave to serve a writ on a naval officer serving —let us say— 
on the China station, the judge has found himself on the horns 
of adilemma. He must decide one of two things—either the 
defendant on H.M.S. ——, off the coast of China, is within the 
jurisdiction or out of it. If he is within, then the ordinary eight- 
day writ ought to issue against him without order ; if he is out 
of the jurisdiction, then the judge ought to give leave under 
order 11 to issue and serve the writ, and at the same time fix 
the length of time to be allowed to the defendant to enter 
appearance. Hitherto the judges have chosen the latter alter- 
native, and, swallowing the legal fiction mentioned above, have 
"gee the required leave. The reasonableness of this is obvious. 

t would be absurdly unjust to summon a man off the coast of 
China to appear in London in eight days. The Divisional Court, 
however, has found a somewhat singular way out of the difficulty. 
It has, in effect, decided that a naval officer on a foreign station 
is neither in the jurisdiction nor out of it ; for it refused to allow 
the writ to issue against him at all. This will appear to most 
minds to be a strange conclusion to have arrived at. If the 
naval officer in question is not sufficiently out of the jurisdiction 
to enable the court to give leave to serve him out of the juris- 
diction, one would have thought that he must be sufficiently 
within the jurisdiction to enable the plaintiff to sue and serve 
him as a n within the jurisdiction. But it seems from this 
decision that he cannot be sued at all. He is a happy man, no 
doubt, but what are we to say of the unfortunate tradesman 
who may find that the Statute of Limitations has intervened 
during the years that his debtor is serving her Majesty on a 
foreign station? The slight irregularity involved in the action 
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of the judges who have put aside the legal fiction that a British 
ship is part of England, and have given leave to serve these 
writs on naval officers in foreign waters appears to us to be 
highly preferable, from the point of view of justice, to the 
decision of the Divisional Court, which neither ignores the 
fiction nor allows it to be carried to its logical conclusion. What 
appears to be desirable now is that the point should be tested 
Yt other way. A plaintiff seeking to sue a naval officer abroad 
should apply to issue an ordinary eight-day writ against him for 
service within the jurisdiction, and, if he is refused, appeal 
against the refusal. 





Ove OF THE omniscient daily journals, commenting on the 
“Clitheroe Abduction Case,” intimates that serious questions of 
law are involved. We venture to think that the law in such a 
case is tolerably well settled. It is quite true that the decree 
for restitution, which it is stated the husband obtained, cannot be 
specifically performed, or, in other words, physically enforced, 
or enforced by attachment since 47 & 48 Vict. c. 68, s. 2, but it 
may be assumed, from the fact of its having been granted, that 
the husband has not been guilty of desertion or other miscon- 
duct justifying his wife’s refusal to cohabit. That being so, he 
may recover possession of his wife by force or fraud wherever 
she may be: Re-Cochrane (8 Dowl. P.C. 630). There the wife, 
having left the husband without cause, he had obtained - 
sion of her person by stratagem, and she had declared her in- 
tention to leave him whenever she could. He refused to permit 
her to quit his residence. A writ of habeas corpus was obtained 
at the wife’s instance, and the husband made return te the writ, 
and a considered judgment was delivered by Mr. Justice CoxE- 
nipceE. He says that ‘the law, for the happiness and the 
honour of doth parties, places the wife under the guardianship 
of the husband, and entitles him, for the sake of both, to protect 
her from the danger of unrestrained intercourse with the world, 
by enforcing cohabitation and a common residence.” And he 
quotes with approval the words of Lord Mansrtexp in the case 
of Mrs. Witxes (1 Burr. 542): ‘‘The husband has, in conse- 
quence of his marriage, a right to the custody of his wife, and 
whoever detains her from him violates that mght, and he has a 
right to seize her wherever he finds her.” The question has 
not been raised, so far as we know, since the Divorce Act; but 
that statute has apparently not altered the law as to the power 
of the husband to personally enforce his rights. 





Wuen Mr. Cons, M.P., has quite completed his interrogatories 
relative to the inquest on the Duke of Beprorp and to Mr. 
Justice SrzrueEn, his attention may be directed to a very genuine 
“scandal”? which has been the subject of a good deal of indig- 
nant comment at Lincoln’s-inn during the last week. A type- 
written circular, headed ‘‘ Trust Investments,” has been posted 
to members of the bar containing the following pleasing pro- 
posal : 

“Tf you should know of any trust funds available for investment, we 
should be glad to correspond with you. The undoubted security corporation 
stocks offer is fully realized by trustees, who, as no doubt you are aware, 
under the Zrust Investment Act, 1889, are permitted to invest in these 
securities. 

“* Acting for the principal municipal authorities throughout the king- 

dom, we shall be happy to submit, on being informed the amount of any 
funds, first-class investments of this nature, on more favourable terms 
than can be obtained in the open market, and to arrange for you to 
receive a liberal cheque upon any investments completed through your kind 
introduction.” 
That is to say, trustees and their advisers are invited to pocket 
“a liberal cheque ” for obtaining the investment of trust funds 
through the firm whose name is at the foot of the circular. That 
is bad enough, but it seems to indicate something further. 
If the firm can afford to give ‘a liberal cheque” to trustees, 
the commission allowed by ‘‘ the principal municipal authorities” 
to the firm must be large indeed. It would be interesting 
to the constituents of the municipal authorities to know the 
terms on which the corporations float their loans. 


We report elsewhere a case of Kellett v. Dews, where Judge 


for an injunction simpliciter, but that if damages are claimed it 
can give them, and also an injunction. This decision is in ac- 
cordance with the views expressed by the Court of Appeal in 
Martin v. Bannister (28 W. R. 143, 4 Q. B, D. 491), though in 
that case it was unnecessary to decide whether the county court 
has power to restrain an apprehended wrong. An injunction is, 
in its nature, a mere remedy, and not a cause of action at all; 
when, therefore, a plaintiff applies to a county court for damages, 
and also for an injunction, does not set up two causes of 
action at»the same time—namely, one actual already 
suffered and the other damage apprehended in the future, but 
one cause of action only, for which there are two remedies— 
namely, damages and an — (per Bramwett, L.J., in 
Martin v. Bannister, supra). the case under consideration the 
action was commenced in the Chancery Division of the High 
Court, and remitted thence to the county court. The damages 
claimed by the plaintiffs were liquidated damages for breach of 
an agreement in restraint of trade, and, in the indorsement on 
the writ, were stated to be at the rate of 20s. a day, without 
specifying the number of days for which this amount was 
deinaat, though, at the trial, it a 7 by the evidence adduced 
that the period was ten days only. It is submitted, however, 
that it would have been better to have stated in the writ the 
sum actually claimed, so as to leave no doubt as to whether the 
action was within the pecuniary limit of the derivative jurisdic- 
tion of the county court. 





“Tr 1s mucn to be wished,” writes a valued correspondent, 
‘“‘ that the Council of Law Reporting would exercise some super- 
vision over the reporters. The report of Barrow v. Isaacs (in the 
March number), affords perhaps a typical example of what a re- 
port ought not tobe. The question for decision was whether cer- 
tain acts amounted to a breach of covenant so as to enable the 
reversioner to re-enter under a proviso for re-entry. The report 
itself contains no statement of the facts, but says that ‘they 
sufficiently appear in the head note of this report and they are 
fully stated in the judgments delivered by the Court of Appeal. 
The arguments of counsel also sufficiently appear in the same 
judgments.’ Then follow the names of sixteen cases that were 
cited in argument without the slightest indication of the 
reasons for which they were cited. The judgments are ap- 
parently given in full. The council may be reminded that 
one of the principal causes that led to the revolt of the 
profession against the old system of reporting was that some of 
the so-called ‘authorized’ reporters habitually reported cases 
after the fashion in which Barrow v. Isaacs is reported.” We 
may add a word as to the delay in reporting, or omission to 
report, important cases. When we consider that Re Jeffry, 
Burt v. Arnold (reported ante, p. 54) throws considerable doubt 
on the practice of omitting the maintenance clause in reliance on 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, we think that it ought to have 
been reported with all possible dispatch. Zhe Briton Medical 
Association vy. Asher (reported ante, p. 262) has not even been 
allowed to appear in the Weekly Notes. There is a strong feel- 
ing growing up among many influential members of the bar that 
a thorough change in the system of reporting is necessary. 


A dinner was given at the Whitehall Club on Saturday to Sir Francis 
Jeune by the members of the Parliamentary Bar upon his appointment as 
judge in the Probate and Divorce Division. Mr. Pope, Q.C., presided, 
and a large number of guests and members of the Parliamen » past 
and present, attended to do honour to their late colleague, besides the Earl 
of Morley (Chairman of Committees in the House of Lords), Lord Balfour 
of Burleigh (Parliamentary Secretary to the Board of Trade), and the 
Attorney-General. 

The new law courts in Corporation-street, Birmingham, are, says the Tunes, 
now so nearly complete as to permit of arrangements for their formal 
opening. The first stone of the courts was laid on the 23rd of March, 1887, 
by her Majesty, who visited wag aealinr yg eo for that purpose in 
the mayoralty of Sir ‘Thomas (then Al ) Martineau. H had been 
entertained that the l'rince of Wales might be induced to visit i 
in order formally to open the new buildings, and thus complete the work of 
the Queen. It is now known that his Royal Hishness has complied with 
the request made to him, and that, accompaniet by the Princess, he will 
go to Birmingham in the course of the ensuing summer for the purpose of 





Sronox held that the county court has no jurisdiction in a claim 


opening the Victoria Courts. 
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PROBATE OF WILLS WITH ALTERATIONS. 


Tue decision of Mr. Justice Jeune with regard to the will of the 
late Sir Evcar Borxm is an interesting example of the extent 
to which the Probate Division will go in rectifying errors which 
have crept into a will without the testator’s knowledge. A great 
change in this respect was of course introduced by the Wills 
Act (1 Vict. c. 26), and the latitude which was formerly allowed 
is no longer possible. Thus it appears to have been formerly 
reap not only to omit what had been wrongly inserted, 

ut also to insert what had been wrongly left out. In Blackwood 
v. Damer (3 Phil. 458) the testator, in instructions written with 
his own hand, left the residue to his youngest daughter, but the 
attorney omitted to insert any such provision in the draft. The 
draft was read to the testator and left with him for two days, 
but the mistake was not discovered. Nevertheless the Court of 
Delegates, upon the evidence of the attorney that it was a mere 
omission, decreed that the residuary clause, as contained in the 
instructions, should be taken as part of the will. This, how- 
ever, indicated the utmost length to which the court would go, 
and in Faweett v. Jones (Ibid. p. 434), where the evidence of 
omission was not so strong, Sir Joun Nico. refused to adopt 
the same course, and with reference to this refusal it was said 
in Guardhouse v. Blackburn (14 W. R. 463, 1 P. & D. 109) that 
his judicial foresight enabled him to turn aside from the brink 
to which the previous decisions were urging him, and that he 
refused to pass over a line which, once passed, would have set 
all wills at the mercy of parol evidence. 

Any possibility, however, of future judges yielding to the 
eae which Sir Joun Nicnout resisted was negatived by 
the Wills Act, which expressly refused validity to any will unless 
executed in the prescribed manner. As Lord Penzance pointed 
out in Guardhouse v. Blackburn, the obvious effect of this was to 
exclude altogether the probate of unexecuted instructions and 
to prohibit the court from treating them as part of the will. 
The supplying of omissions therefore being out of the question, 
it only remained to consider whether everything in the will must 
necessarily be taken as part thereof, and on this point Lord 
Penzance laid down certain well-known propositions, of which 
the most important are the following. In the first place, before 
the will can be admitted to probate at all, the court must be 
satisfied that the testator knew and approved of its contents at 
the time he signed it; secondly, even though he knew and 
ps ea of its contents, any fraud practised upon him in 
obtaining its execution is a ground for refusing probate; thirdly, 
subject to this, the fact that the will has been duly read over to 
a capable testator on the occasion of its execution, or that its 
contents have been in some other way bronght to his knowledge, 
is, when coupled with his execution of the will, to be deemed 
conclusive evidence that he approved as well as knew the con- 
tents thereof ; and lastly, these rules apply equally to a portion 
of the will as to the whole. For the first of them Barry v. 
Butlin (2 Moo. P. C. 480) is an authority, if any authority is 
needed. But indeed it lies at the root of the whole matter that 
before probate can be granted of an instrument, the court must 
be satisfied that it really represents the last will of a free and 
capable testator. So, too, the effect of fraud in invalidating a 
will is just as little open to doubt, but both this and the validity 
of the last rule were recognized by the House of Lords in Allen 
v. HM’ Pherson (1 H. L. ©. 191). 

More questionable is the third rule, which was supposed to be 
necessary to prevent a dangerous admission of parol evidence. 
Upon this subject Lord Penzance had misgivings similar to 
those of Sir Joun Nicnott. “It is obvious enough,” he said, 
‘that if the court should allow itself to pass beyond proof that 
the contents of any such paper were read or otherwise made 
known to the testator, and suffer an inquiry by the oath of the 
attorney or others as to what the testator really wished or 
intended, the authenticity of a will would no longer repose on 
the ceremony of execution exacted by the statute, but would be 
set at large in the wide field of parol conflict, and confided to 
the mercies of memory. The security intended by the statute 
would thus perish at the hands of the cit.” In that case a 
codicil had been read over to a capable testatrix and duly 
executed by her. ‘The court accordingly refused to exclude 


accordance with the instructions given by her to her solicitor, 
and which, as the solicitor testified, were inserted in the codicil 
by his inadvertence. In Atter v. Atkinson (1 P. & D. 665) the 
same view was again adopted by Lord Penzancz in his address 
to the jury when he stated that if, being of sound mind and 
capacity, the testatrix had read over the residuary clause, the 
' fact that she afterwards put her signature to it was conclusive 
to shew that she knew and approved of its contents. And he 
pointed out how disastrous would be the effect of the contrary 
doctrine in the case of wills which contained long and intricate 
provisions. In Harter v. Harter (21 W. R. 341, 3 P. & D. 11) 
a testator, in the instructions to his solicitor, had directed that 
all the residue should go in a particular way. In the draft will 
this was changed to the residue of his real estate, but though the 
error was admitted, yet, since the testator had read the will as 
actually drawn, and had then adopted it as his own, Sir Jamzs 
Hannen declined to interfere, saying that he entirely agreed 
with the rules laid down by his predecessor in Guardhouse y. 
Blackburn (supra). 

With regard to the first, second, and last of those rules we have 
mentioned above, there is, as we have seen, no doubt; but the 
remaining one purports to make a presumption of law con- 
clusive upon a question of fact, and in spite of the warnings of 
Lord Penzance against the dangers of parol evidence, it has 
not been allowed to pass unchallenged. Thus in Fulton y. 
Andrew (23 W. R. 566, L. R. 7 H. L. 448) the ultimate court 
of appeal protested against the idea that any hard and fast rule 
could be laid down with regard to the testator’s knowledge. 
The matter stopped, however, at the protest, as-it was possible to 
decide the case in a manner not inconsistent with Guardhouse v. 
Blackburn. Into a will executed by a testator in feeble health 
there had been introduced by the persons who prepared it, and 
who were not related to him, a gift of the residue to themselves. 
At the assizes, where certain issues in the matter were directed to 
be tried, they produced evidence that the will had been read over 
to the testator and then left with him for a time. Nevertheless, 
the jury, though they gave a verdict in favour of the will 
generally, found that the testator did not know and approve of 
the residuary clause. The Probate Division seems to have re- 
garded this as a direct infringement of its rule of presumption 
as to the testator’s knowledge, and, in spite of the finding, pro- 
bate was granted of the willas a whole. But in the House 
of Lords it was pointed out that, even if the presumption was 
sound, there was still no reason to quarrel with the jury. The 
evidence as to the reading of the will was by no means conclu- 
sive, whilst, moreover, an allegation of fraud had been made 
against the residuary legatees. In any case, then, there was 
quite sufficient to justify the finding. 

Although, therefore, not necessary for the decision, the most 
important point in the case was, undoubtedly, the protest above 
referred to and which was raised by Lord Carrns, C., and others 
against the introduction or creation of fixed and unyielding rules 
which had not been imposed by Act of Parliament. This seems 
really to bring the matter back to the first of Lord Pzyzance’s 
rules. In every case the inquiry is whether the provisions of 
the alleged will do, in fact, represent the last wishes of a free 
and capable testator. That they do not so represent his last 
wishes may be due either to fraud or mistake, but in either 
event the question is essentially one of fact, and so soon as the 
fact is found against a particular provision, then that provision 
is dropped. This view of the matter explains why mistake has 
been treated in the same manner as fraud. Thus, in Zhe Goods 
of Duane (2 Sw. & Tr. 590), a soldier’s will had been prepared 
on a printed form, which contained an inappropriate clause. 
This was not read to the testator, and it was not cancelled. In 
granting probate of the will without the clause Sir C. CresswELL 
referred to Allen v. HM’ Pherson (supra) on the efftct of fraud, and 
said :—‘‘I cannot see any difference in principle between that 
case and the present one, where a clause for which) the deceased 
gave no instructions, and which was not read over to him, 
formed per incuriam part of the document signed by the 
deceased.”’ It is, of course, clear that, whether the actual cause 
be fraud or mistake in either case, the resulting provision fails 
to give the true will of the testator. 

The case of Morrell vy. Morrell (30 W. R. 491, 7 P. D. 63) was 
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word was in dispute. The testator, who was entitled to 400 
£100 shares in a company, had directed in his instructions that 
all the shares should go to his nephews. The instructions were 
laid before counsel, and in the draft prepared by him mention 
was made of forty shares only. The mistake was not noticed by 
the solicitor, and the will was not read to the testator before 
execution. Upon the fact of the mistake being found by a jury, 
Sir James Hannen held that the word could be rejected, and the 
will thus made to apply to the shares generally. 

Where, indeed, the mistake arises from a mere clerical error, 
it appears that the court will go further, and set the matter right 
by substituting the right word for the wrong one. Thus where 
the expression in the draft, which was read over to the testator, 
was «Bristol Royal Infirmary,” and this was altered in the will, 
which was not read over to him, to “ British Royal Infirmary,” 
Burt, J., upon evidence that the draft represented the testator’s 
intention, and that there was no such institution as that men- 
tioned in the will, granted probate with the word “Bristol” 
substituted for “‘ British”: Jn the Goods of Bushell (36 W. R. 
§28, 13 P. D.7). But in Jn the Goods of Huddleston (63 L. T. 
N. 8. 255), where an alteration in the will had been made in 
the wrong place, the same judge, while he altered this back to 
its original form, refused to complete the matter by making the 
correction in the right place. 

But while it is thus clear that an alteration may be made in a 
will by omitting a clause, or even a single word, which has been 
inserted without the testator’s authority, regard must be paid to 
the effect which this may have upon the rest of the will. Thus 
in Rhodes v. Rhodes (30 W. R. 709, 7 P. D., at p. 198) it was 
pointed out that the application of the principle is only clear 
where the part whic:. has been improperly inserted is so distinct 
and severable from the true part that the rejection of it does 
not alter the construction of the true part. Where, however, it 
does so alter the construction, the objection may be taken that 
the will as altered is not the one which was executed by the 
testator in accordance with the requirements of the Wills Act, 
and for this purpose it seems to be immaterial whether the effect 
of the alteration is or is not to restore the testator’s intention. 
This, however, was only a hint thrown out in the course of the 
judgment, and it might be difficult for the Probate Division to 
act upon it without assuming the functions of a court of con- 
struction. In the recent case before Mr. Justice JEuNnE the 
question was confined to a single clause in which the wrong 
name had by mistake been inserted. The clause, as it stood, 
clearly did not represent the will of the testator, and it might have 
been struck out altogether. At the same time it was sufficient 
to strike out the name simply, leaving a blank in its place, and 
the will would thus retain the framework of a clause which the 
testator did intend, although as mere framework, and taken by 
itself, it was meaningless. The object, however, of leaving it 
in was to preserve the possibility that upon the construction of 
the whole will it might be read with the right name inserted, 
and the judge appears indeed to have expressly contemplated 
this result. If so, however, is not the court doing that which in 
Rhodes v. Rhodes (supra) it was said it had no power to do, and 
altering the effect of the words which are left in the will? And 
this to such an extent as not only to omit one word, but practi- 
cally to insert another. 

The answer, probably, is that with a question of construction 
the court has nothing to do, and that in exercising its power of 
omission it does right to omit no more than is obviously opposed 
to the intention of the testator. The result shews, rae that 
as long as probate is granted by a court which does not profess 
to construe wills, the distinction suggested in Rhodes v. Rhodes 
may be found very difficult of application. A court which has 
power to omit, but not to insert, and which at the same time is 
not a court of construction, cannot be expected always to arrive 
at strictly logical results. 








The announcement on Thursday of the death of Mr. C. A. Middleton, 
the leader of the junior bar in the Divorce and Probate Court, caused 
great regret in the Royal Courts. Mr. Justice Jeune on taking his seat 
expressed his sorrow at the event, and Mr. Inderwick, on the part of the 
bar, participated in the regret. Mr. Middleton was actually engaged in a 
case then being heard before Mr. Justice Jeune, and had only been absent 
from the court about two days. 
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REVIEWS. 
PATENTS. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE RELATING TO LETTERS 
PATENT FOR INVENTIONS. WITH AN APPENDIX OF STATUTES, 
INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION, RULES, ForMs, AND PRECEDENTS, 
OrpveErs, &cC. By RoBErtT Frost, B.Sc. Lond., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Haynes. 

This work, which is appropriately dedicated to the Attorney- 
General (Sir Richard Webster), is a valuable addition to the already 
somewhat extensive literature of the law of patents, to which the 
legislation of the last few years appears to have given a considerable 
stimulus. The book is, as it professes to be, a treatise on patent law 
and practice, the several topics being conveniently arranged and 
discussed in the thirteen chapters which form the body of the work, 
to which are appended statutes, rules, and forms. The statements of 
the law, so far as we have been able to test them, appear to be clear 
and accurate, and the author’s style is pleasant to read. He has 
made full use of the materials supplied by the Board of Trade reports, 
but the older cases still hold their own. In connection with section 105 
of the Act of 1883, by which it is a punishable offence to represent that 
an unpatented article is patez‘cd, it would have been well to refer to 
the corresponding section in the more recent Merchandise Marks Act, 
1887. Where the Powers which were parties to, or have since acceded 
to, the International Convention are catalogued, it would have been 
useful to give the dates of the respective occasions, as something 
might, in a particular case, well turn on this. The usual practice of 
giving the references to all the reports has not been followed, even in 
the table of cases, according to the modern system. It is also a little 
unfortunate that there are no notes to the prints of the Acts and 
rules. No doubt it is inconvenient to print the same matter twice 
over—in the body of the book and in the notes—and such a practice 
is not to be commended; but, at the same time, there are matters 
which are very useful in the shape of notes, but which cannot well be 
placed elsewhere—such as cross-references between the Acts and the 
rules, references to the pages of the book where the subject-matter of 
a particular section will be found discussed, and the like. - However, 
we do not dwell greatly on these points of criticism; the book is a 
good one, and will make its way. The index is better than usual. 
Both paper and type are also excellent. 





THE BANKRUPICY ACTS. 


Ture Bankruptcy Acts, 1883 To 1890, witH RULEs, Forms, 
ScaLes oF Costs, FEES AND PERCENTAGES, BoARD OF TRADE 
AND CovurT ORDERS, AND THE DeEsToRS AcT, 1869, DEEDS OF 
ARRANGEMENT Act, 1887, &C., AND A COMMENTARY THEREON. 
By His Honour Judge CHatmers and E. Hoven, r in 
Bankruptcy, Board of Trade. Tuirp Epirion. Waterlow & Sors 
(Limited). 

This book necessarily grows more bulky, but it is not yet in the 
least unwieldy, and none of the increase in size can be charged to 
any diffuseness in the notes, which, while giving the effect of the 
cases reported in certain series of reports, retain all the conciseness 
which characterized the notes in the original edition. The new 
legislation is carefully annotated. The rules of 1890 are consolidated 
with those of 1886; a table of reference being given shewing where 
they are to be found. Among other features, the present edition 
contains a list of cases overruled or explained since the commence- 
ment of the Act of 1883, and a colouring of the leaves indicates very 
conveniently the portion of the work where the rules are to be found. 
The work is a most convenient manual of the Acts and rules. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 
Principles of the English Law of Contract. By Sir Wit1am R. 
Anson, Bart., D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law, Warden of All Souls’ Col- 
lege, Oxford. Srxru Eprrron. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
SOME POINTS ON CONVEYANCING FORMS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—I shall be glad if you can spare me space for a few questions 
on some common forms. 

Leases.—({1) In a lease by mortgagee and is it usual and 
correct for a mortgagee to give a covenant for quiet enjoyment in the 
usual form or a covenant against incumbrances, and, if the latter, 


would such covenant prevent a general warranty arising from the use 
a lease is it now usual or desirable 
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to insert an express power for the mortgagor to distrain for rent until 
the mortgagee requires payment to him, as was usual prior to the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881 ? 
Wills. --(3) Where legacies are given and the residue of the estate 
is vested in trustees in trust for conversion, and for investment of 
for benefit of wife for life, and afterwards for children, the 
orm of gift to the trustecs is generally of ‘‘ all my real and personal 
estate except what I otherwise dispose of by this my will or my 
codicil hereto,” thus excluding from such gift the amount of personal 
estate given in legacies ; but the trustees are directed, out of the pro- 
ceeds of the conversion of the estate which is given to them, to pay the 
iary legacies ; the legatees thus, apparently, according to the 
terms of the common form, having their legacies twice over. Is not 
the common form incorrect in this respect, and how should it be 
amended’ If correct, how is it defended? (4) This form of will, 
with a trust for sale, is one most generally advised, but testators 
often express a strong objection to it, their wish being that the estate 
should not be converted into money, except so far as may be neces- 
sary for payment of debts and legacies, but divided, in the condition 
in which it was left at testator’s death, amongst the children on the 
widow’s death Trustees of such a will seem to consider that it was 
the testator’s wish that his estate should ultimately be divided as 
money. Anothcr objection to the form is that, although the widow 
may live many years, there is not often given to the trustees power to 
raise money by mortgage, either for paying off debts or for manage- 
ment p’ ses; nor is there often a power to make arrangements for 
effecting transfers of mortgages existing at testator’s death, or to 
charge such mortgages on other parts of the estate, either in addition 
to or substitution for the mortgaged property. Cannot this form of 
will be brought into accordance with testator’s wishes, and additional 
powers as to mortgages given to the trustees ? 

Powers of appointment.—{5) In a case where a testator has a 
daughter living at date of his will, and she has children living at his 
death, a trust in his will for his daughter for life, with remainder to 
her issue as she may by deed or will appoint, and in default for her 
children equally, in the form usually adopted for such a trust, would 
not, it seems, enable the daughter to appoint a determinable and pro- 
tected life interest, in the common form, to her son, born in testator’s 
lifetime, because (a) the protected life interest would involve a dele- 
gation of the daughter’s power to the trustees ; and ()) the son’s wife, 
who under the common clause is one of the objects of the discre- 
tionary trust, is not an object of the power vested in the testator’s 
daughter; nor, it seems, would such a trust in the testator’s will 
enable the daughter to confer on her son a power either to give to his 
surviving wife a life interest in the fund given to him for life, because 
(c) such wife would not be an object of the power contained in the 
will, or to appoint the fund on his, the son’s, own death amongst all 
or any of his children, because (d) the latter power would be a dele- 
gation by the daughter of the power given to her. Is there any, and 
what, lezal or practical objection to the common form of a po wer to 
appoint being so varied as to meet the above objections ° 

Assignment of part of a leasehold.—Instead of vendor and purchaser 
entering into two sets of covenants for payment of their respective 
portions of the ground-rent, &c., and for indemnity, could not the 
covenants b2 combined, as follows:—‘‘ And each of them, the pur- 
chaser and the vendor, doth, &c., covenant with the other of them, 
his executors, &c., that he, the covenantor, his executors, &c., will 
henceforth pay one moiety [his aforesaid proportion] of the yearly 
rent of £ by the said indenture of lease reserved, and perform and 
observe the covenants by the lessee (except the covenant for payment 
of rent) and conditions in the said indenture contained, so far as such 
covenants and conditions relate to such portion of the said pre- 
mises comprised in such indenture as, upon the execution of these 

ts, will belong to him, the covenantor, and will at all times 
ge covenantee, his executors, &c., and the remaining portion of 
the said premises indemnified against all actions,’ Ke. * , 


Mr. Justice and Lady Stephen have been passing a day or two at ( Ittery 
St. Mary with the Lord Chief Justice and Lady Coleridge. 

The Times anmounces the death of Mr. Thomas Graham Murray, of 
Edinburgh, the senior partner of the well-known firm of Messrs. Tods, 
Murray, & Jamieson, slicitors. He was a member of the Royal Com- 
mission on the Law of Hypothec and on the Law Courts of Scotland, and 
from 1866 to 146% he filled the office of Crown Agent. 

The next smoking concert of the Bar Musical Socicty will take place at 
the Drill Hall, Lincoln’s-inn, on Friday, March 20, at 8.30p.m. Besides 

and part songs by the vocal section of the society, we understand 
that the orchestra, which has this season been revived, will take part in 
roma oa ye ere re In addition to the support which the society has 

(eal throng het from the benchers of Lincoln’s-inn, further assistance 
in now being given by the benchers of the Inner Temple, who have 
kindly A their lecture-hall in Kine’s Ben walk at the dicmovul of 
the orche: tra for five o'clock Vriday practice. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
REEVE v. GIBSON—No. 1, 11th March. 


Practice—Costs—SrTaTvUroRY RIGHT TO FULL INDEMNITY—Dramatic Copy- 
RIGHT—INFRINGEMENT—3 & 4 Wit. 4, c. 15, s. 2—5 & 6 Vicr. c. 97, 
s. 2—County Covrrs Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), s. 116. 


The action was brought in the High Court to recover six penalties of 
40s. each in respect of the infringement of dramatic copyrigat in a stage 
play under 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 15. The defendant paid £8 into court in 
satisfaction of the claim in respect of four representations, and the plaintiff 
took this sum out in satisfaction, and, treating the action as at an end, 
applied to have his costs taxed upon the basis of a ‘‘full and reasonable 
indemnity ’’ given by 5 & 6 Vict. c.97,s.2. By 3&4 Will. 4, c. 15,8, 
2, the plaintiff was entitled to double costs of suit. 5 & 6 Vict. c. 97, s. 
2, provides that instead of double costs the plaintiff shall receive ‘* such 
full and reasonable indemnity as to all costs, charges, and expenses 
hag: as shall be taxed by the proper offiver in that behalf.’’ By section 
116 of the County Courts Act, 1888, where a plaintiff recovers in an action 
of tort in the High Court, which could have been brought in the county 
court, a sum less than £10, he shall recover n> costs. The master 
held that the case came within the County Courts Act, 1888, and that 
the plaintiff was not entitled to any costs. The plaintiff took out 
a summons for a review of taxation. The juige in chambers referred 
the matter to the court. In the Divisional Court Wills, J., held 
(Vaughan Williams, J., doubting) that section 2 of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 97 was 
not affected by section 116 of the County Courts Act, 1883, and that the 
plaintiff was entitled to a full indemnity: see ante, p. 2738. The 
defendant appealed. During the course of the argument the case of 
Hasker v. Wood (33 W. R. 697, 54 L. J. Q. B. 419) (which was not cited in 
the Divisional Court) was referred to, where it was held that ord. 65, r. 1, 
as to costs, did not affect costs which were given by statute as a matter of 
right to a particular individual. 

Tue Court (Lord Haussury,.C., Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) 
dismissel1 the appeal, holding that according to Hasker vy. Wood, even 
assuming that the ‘full an1 reasonable indemnity ’’ given by 5 & 6 Vict. 
c. 97, s. 2, was thé same as “‘ costs’’ in the ordinary sense of the term, the 
general provisions of the Judicature Act and the County Courts Act did 
not affect the right of the plaintiff to an ‘‘indemnity’’ under the earlier 
Act.—Counset, J. E. Bankes; Henn Collins, Q.C., and Morton Smith. 
Soutcrrors, Brown § Woolnough ; Tilson. 


Re THE BRIDGWATER NAVIGATION CO.—No. 2, 9th March. 
Company — Winpinc vup—DustrimmvutTion or Assets— Reserve Funp— 
ORDINARY AND PREFERENCE SHAREHOLDERS. 

This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. (ante, p. 86), the ques- 
tion being as to the division of surplus assets between the ordinary and 
preference shareholders of the company, in the voluntary winding up 
which was resolved upon in consequence of the sale of the company’s 
undertaking to the Manchester Ship Canal Co. The articles of association 
of the Brid*water Co. authorized the issue of preference shares. The 
articles provided that no dividend should be paid except out of the profits 
arising from the business of the company, as shewn upon the balance- 
sheet, which should from time to time have been examined and passed by 
the auditors. By clause 84, ‘‘ the directors may, in priority to any divi- 
dend, set aside out of the profits of the company such sum as they think 
proper as a reserve fund for effecting purchases, redeeming mortgages or 
rent-charges, wholly or in part, repairing or maintaining works, plant, or 
other property of the company, answering damages, or meeting any other 
contingencies or purposes of the company,’’ and invest the sum so set 
aside as therein mentioned, and any interest derived from the investments 
was to be dealt with as profits arising from the business of the company. 
Clause 85 provided that, subject to clause 84, and to any arrangement 
from time to time entered into for the remuneration of the manager or 
other officer of the company by way of commission or percentage on profits, 
‘‘ the entire net profits of each year shall belong to the holders of the shares 
of the company, and be divided pro ratd upon the whole paid-up share 
capital of the company, and the directors may, with the sanction of the 
company in general meeting, declare a dividend to be payable thereout 
on the shares in proportion to the amounts paid up thereon.” Clause 
86 authorized the directors once in each year to py an interim 
dividend. The capital of the company consisted at first of 
£1,000,000 in 100,000 shares of £10 each, of which only £3 10s. 
per share was called up. In April, 1880, the company resolved to issue 
30,000 preference shares of £10 each. These shares were to entitle the 
holders thereof ‘ to a dividend after the rate of five per cent, per annum 
upon the amount for the time being called up thereon, and taking pre- 
cedence and priority over all dividends and claims ofthe holders of the 
ordinary shares of the company.’’ No preference was given in respect of 
capital. These preference shares were all issued, and were all paid up in 
full. The price paid by the Ship Canal Co. for the purchase was the sum 
of £1,710,000. The property of the Bridgwater Co. was handed over 
to the Ship Canal Co. on August 6, 1887, and the sale was finally com- 
pleted on August 26, 1887, and the Bridgwater Co. then resolved on a 
voluntary winding up. ‘The liquidators applied to the court for the 
determination of the question, how the surplus assets of the momen 
after satisfying its liabilities, returning the paid-up capital to the share- 
holders, and paying the costs of the liquidation, ought i . ager 
The ouse Oo 





But 
pers 
char 
cony 
this 
exp! 
as 01 


i 
pol 










h, 





greece’ tg, TO91- 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. [ Vol. 35.] _320 


ie Snare ? ae ee ee 

















rds, in Bireh v. Cn ie 14 App. Cas. 525), reversing the decision of | Cas. 385). And, as a matter of fact, this has acted on this view, 
Lords v ropper ( PP ) ing s pence Asay 


North, J., and the Court of Appeal, held that the surplus of the purchase- 
money ‘‘ ought to be divided amongst the holders of all the shares in pro- 

rtion to the shares held by them respectively.”” On the present 
occasion the liquidators applied to the court for the determination of the 
following questions :—(1} ‘‘ Whether there ought to be id to the 
ordinary shareholders a sum of £43,500, or any other, and what, sum (if 
any) representing the funds of the company held or set apart by way of 
reserve.’’ (2) ‘‘Whether there should be paid to the ordinary share- 
holders such a sum (if any) as represents the amount of profits which, on 
August 6, 1887, or on August 26, 1887, remained undivided among the 
shareholders, or any portion of such profits, and whether subject to the 
payment thereout to the preference shareholders of any, and what, pro- 
portion of such profits.” The sum of £43,000 mentioned in the first 
of these questions comprised three items appearing on the credit side of 
the balance-sheet of the company for December 31, 1886, under the heads 
“depreciation of steamers, £30,000’’ ; ‘‘ insurance fund to cover risks on 
the Mersey, £10,000’’ ; ‘‘canal and river improvement fund, £3,500.” 
North, J., decided that the ordinary shareholders were entitled to the sum 
of £3,500 reserved for ‘‘canal and river improvements,’’ but that they 
were not entitled to the other reserve funds of £30,000 for ‘‘ depreciation 
of steamers,’’ and £10,000 ‘‘ insurance fund.’’ His lordship also held that 
there must be an inquiry what net profits were earned by the company 
between the 31st of December, 1886, and the 6th of August, 1887, which, 
but for the determination of the company, would, in the ordinary course, 
have been divisible among the shareholders at the end of the year, includ- 
ing in those profits any interest derived from investments or deposit in a 
reserved fund, but not including the difference between the estimated 
value and the real value of the plant and machinery. From this decision 
the ordinary shareholders appealed, except as to the ‘‘ canal and river im- 
provement fund.”’ 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Lopgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Lixvtey, L.J., said: The first matter for determination is, whether the 
decision of the House of Lords has or has not settled the questions now 
raised. Certainly they were not pointedly before the House; the con- 
troversy in the litigation set at rest by the House of Lords related to a 
totally different matter, and, although there is some little ambiguity in the 
wording of the formal order of the House, I agree with North, J., that 
the questions which have now arisen have not yet been decided. None of 
the three reserve funds are actually set apart from the other assets of the 
company ; they do not exist in the form of moneys carried to separate 
accounts and separately invested; the property representing them con- 
sists of the company’s corporeal assets, and is mixed up with, and not to 
be distinguished from, other property of the same kind. On the other 
hand, it has been established beyond doubt that all these sums have been 
deducted from profits which the ordinary shareholders might have divided 
amongst themselves, but which it was considered judicious not to divide, 
so long as the company was carrying on business. The sums in question 
are simply the undrawn profits of the ordinary shareholders. With regard 
to the ‘‘ canal improvement fund”’ and the ‘insurance fund ”’ there is 
really no controversy respecting either their origin or the purposes for 
which they were created, or their non-requirement for those purposes. 
With respect to the ‘‘ insurance fund’’ the truth is, that the company did 
not insure at all. They set apart some of the divisible profits in order to 
meet contingencies which are generally provided for by effecting insur- 
ances, but that is all. The sums set apart for that purpose were, and re- 
mained, undrawn profits, and nothing else. With respect to the ‘‘ depre- 
ciation fund” the deposition of Mr. Collier (the accountant, secretary, 
and manager of the company) and the directors’ reports and accounts 
establish, that this fund originally consisted of undrawn profits, and 
that the value of the plant and machinery has been kept up out 
of revenue, and that this fund is not, in fact, required to make good 
any depreciation. The burden of shewing this to be the case is, I think, on 
the ordinary shareholders ; but, considering the evidence to which I have 
alluded ;* considering that Mr. Collier’s evidence on this head is corrobo- 
rated by several statements and entries, shewing that revenue was 
expended for purposes for which the ‘‘ depreciation fund’’ might have 
been applied ; considering that his evidence on this point has not been 
challenged by cross-examination, and has not been met by any evidence 
to the contrary; Iam of opinion that the truth of what I have above 
stated has been established. It remains, however, to be considered, 
whether these undrawn profits have been capitalized, or so dealt with that 
they have become the property of both classes of shareholders, instead of 
the profits of the ordinary shareholders only. Carrying undrawn profits 
to @ suspense account or to a reserve account does not necessarily change 
their character, still less their poems os 2 they remain the undrawn profits 
of those persons to whom they belonged; dedicated, no doubt, to 
certain purposes and applicable to those purposes, but not otherwise 
altered in their character or ownership, If the purposes for which such 
profits are set apart fail, or if the profits are not required for such pur- 

ses, they become divisible, not as capital, but as undrawn profits. 

hen capital and profits belong to the same persons and in the same 
proportions, it becomes unimportant to distinguish the one from the other, 
and capitalization for convenience may be inferred from slight evidence. 
But when capital and profits belong to different persons, or to the same 
persons in different proportions, the effect of capitalizing profits is to 
change their ownership, and an intention to do this must be shewn before 
conversion of profits into capital can be properly inferred, Moreover, 


this is a matter on which a majority cannot bind a minority, unless 
expressly empowered to do so by the constitution of the company, either 
as originally framed or as subsequently modified by some authority bind- 
ing on all. As a matter of law there can, I think, be no doubt on this 


for in 1885 it divided amongst the ordinary £13,283, which had 
been previously standing to the credit of reserve funds, and part of this 
sum was taken from the ‘‘ depreciation fund.’? The money standing to 
the credit of the three reserve in question were not profits earned 
between December, 1886, and August, 1887; they were profits 
earned in previous years; but on the winding up of the company 
the question to be determined is, to whom such profits belong, not 
when were they earned. I cannot agree with North, J., there 
is any distinction between the three funds in question. He has 
given the ‘canal improvement fund’ to the ordinary shareholders, 
but not the other two reserve funds, He appears to have considered 
that they were not profits, but sums which had to be taken into 
account before the profits could be ascertained. This, however, is a 
mistake. The company was under no obligation to insure, or to create an 
insurance reserve fund, and, if it did not choose to insure, and suffered no 
losses, the divisible profits would be increased. As regards the “‘ depreci- 
ation fund,” if the company chose—as, in fact, it did—to keep up the 
value of its plant, &c., and to set apart some of its profits to meet 
unforeseen contingencies, such setting apart was not a necessary proceed- 
ing in order to ascertain the divisible profits, but they would have been 
larger by the amount carried over to the fund. The funds in question 
have not, in fact, ceased to be undrawn profits; they have not been 
capitalized or otherwise converted into assets to which the preference 
shareholders have any claim. I pass now to the second question. Whilst 
the company was ing on business, the debts owing by it were over- 
estimated, the debts owing to it were under-estimated, and the value of 
its plant and machinery was also under-estimated. This was done from 
motives of prudence. The preference shareholders were not in any way 
prejudiced by it; they had their five per cent. The ordinary shareholders 
suffered by it, as, if the directors had been less cautious, the divisible 
profits would have been larger. But the necessity for this caution ceased 
when the company ceased to carry on business. There is no reason now 
for estimating anything; the actual value of everything is known; and 
the ordinary shareholders therefore contend that, in taking the accounts 
from December, 1886, up to August, 1887, these items should be taken 
at their actual ascertained values, and not at estimated values as 
heretofore. North, J., has decided this point again-t them, on the 
ground, as I understand it, that the difference between tke esti- 
mated and actual values. is not a profit of the period in question. But, 
granting this to be so, nevertheless the profits of the whole trading, less 
five per cent. on the preference shares, belong to the ordinary shareholders, 
and, unless the actual values of the assets and liabilities are taken, the 
result will be to give to the preference shareholders some portion of the 
profits which belongs to the ordinary shareholders. The difference between 
the estimated and ascertained values really represents undrawn profits, 
and the only question is, whether the ordinary shareholders have lost their 
right to them. It was strongly urged that the court could not decide this 
point in favour of the ordinary shareholders without opening up the past 
accounts, and disturbing the previous balance-sheets. But this is not 
really true. No past account will be reopened, no former balance-sheet 
will be disturbed. The problem now to be solved has never yet arisen for 
solution. The problem is no longer what is to be done in the way of 
dividing the profits of a going concern ; the problem now is, how much of 
the whole assets of the company belongs to one class of shareholders, and 
how much to another; and, if it appears that some of those assets consist 
of the undrawn profits of one of those classes, such undrawn profits ought 
to be distributed amongst the members of that class, unless some sufficient 
reason to the contrary can be shewn, and in this case there is no such 
reason. I am, therefore, of opinion that the order appealed from must be 
varied by giving effect to the principles which I have endeavoured to 
explain. The costs of all parties ought to be treated as costs of the wind- 
ing up, and to come ovt of the funds to which both classes of shareholders 
are entitled. Lorgrs and Kav, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnset, Sir H. Davey, 
Q.C., Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 0. Leigh Clave ; Buckley, Q.C., and Sarinfen 
Eady ; Napier Higgins, Q.C., and S. A, Sampson, Sorrcrrons, Cunlifes $ 
Davenport ; Burgess § Cozens. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re EARL OF CAITHNESS (DECEASED)—Chitty, J., 5th March. 


Wrii—Revocarron—Marriack or Trstator—Revivor—Wrts Act al 
Vier. c. 26), ss. 18, 22—Enextsn Leassnonps BeLonerng To Scorer 
TRstaTor. 
In this case it appeared that a testator domiciled in Scotland, by his will 
made in January, 1871, after reciting that he had made a separate will of 
English real estate, dis of all his real and personal estate, including 
a reversionary interest in a leasehold house in London (which, however, he 
did not specifically refer to). He shortly afterwards married, and in 
October, 1872, made a codicil referring to the will of January, 1871, and 
appointing additional trustees and executors of that will, question 
arose whether the leaseholds passed under the will. It was contended, on 
behalf of those entitled in the event of an intestacy, that as the will by the 
law of Scotland was not revoked by the testator’s subsequent MAITIALS, the 
codicil could not be deemed to operate as reviving a will which was still 
subsisting, so as to constitute such will a valid testamentary Instrument 
ng real estate in England. The leasehold house had recently fallen 
nto possession, : d 
Cunere, J., said that the leasehold house, so faras the succession to it 
and its disposition by will were concerned, was governed by the law of 





point after the decision of the House of Lords in Boweh v, Sproule (12 App. 


, England. The doctrine that meditia sageremteer personae did not apply to it: 
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Freke v. Lord Carbery (21 W. R. 835, L. R. 16 Eq. 466). According to the 
law of England the will was revoked by marriage. This revocation was 
worked by force of section 18 of the Wills Act, quite independently of the 
testator’s intention. The testator, however, might, under section 22, re- 
vive it by executing after marriage a codicil shewing an intention to revive ; 
and it was observable that section 22 did not deal exclusively with a will 
revoked - marriage, but dealt with wills ‘“‘in any manner’’ revoked. 
The will clearly passed the leasehold house. The codicil was quite suffi- 
cient to revive it had the will been that of a domiciled Englishman. The 
argument was that the codicil treated the will as subsisting, although, so 
far as the English law went, the will had no existence; but that contention 
was an admission of an intention to revive. Crosbie v. Macdonal (4 Ves. 
610) and similar cases, which had been cited as authorities that a codicil 
executed for a particular purpose did not revive a will in its entirety, did 
not apply, for those cases were merely authorities on the construction of 
instruments.—CovunseL, Macnaghten ; C. H. Sargant and Rashleigh. Soutct- 
tors, Hargrove § Co. ; Budd, Son, & Brodie. 2 


Re WATSON & SONS (LIM.)—Chitty, J., 7th March. 


Company—Svpervision OrpER—Crepitors’ RepresENTATIVES—COMMITTEE 
or Inspgecrion—Compantes Act, 1862, ss. 149, 151—Compantes (W1ND- 
ryG-us) Act, 1890, ss. 12, 31, svtB-sEction 2—Generat Orper, Novem- 
BER, 1862, x. 61. 


In this case the court was asked to continue the voluntary liquidation of 
the above company under supervision with a committee of five creditors. 
The company was insolvent, and its capital was probably lost. The order 
asked for was supported by creditors representing some £66,000 out of a 
total indebtedness of some £100,000. 

Curry, J., said that it was plain that, under section 149 of the Com- 
panies Act, 1862, the court might in a question of this kind have regard to 
the wishes of the creditors, and he thought that he ought to give great 
weight to the wishes of this large majority. He was not going to appoint 
a committee, but if he had jurisdiction he, upon the facts, would consider 
it right to make the supervision order with a committee. It had been 
arzued that to do so was a delegation by the court of its powers. He 
was of opinion that the order would neither in form nor in substance 
amount to anything of thekind. He treated the case as if the Act of 1890 
had not been passed, mentioning, however, by the way, that section 31 of 
the Act of 1890 shewed that the Act did not apply to a winding up under 
supervision under section 151 of the Act of 1862. Section 151, however, 
enabled the court to impose restrictions upon the voluntary liquidator’s 
pores. and left undefined what those restrictions might be. They were 

to the discretion of the court. In the case of London Quays and Ware- 
houses Co. (16 W. R. 530, L. R. 3 Ch. 394) the Court of Appeal imposed 
on the voluntary liquidator the same restrictions as an official liquidator 
would be subject to in a compulsory winding up, except so far as the court 
might think fit to dispense with such restrictions. There was, therefore, 
authority for exercising the jurisdiction imposing restrictions. Section 
133, sub-section 4, of the Act of 1862 conferred on a voluntary liquidator, 
without the sanction of the court, all the powers exercisable by an official 
liquidator. Section 95 gave to the official liquidator certain powers to be 
exercised with the sanction of the court, and section 96 provided for the 
exercise of such powers without the sanction of the court. In the case of 
Rochdale Property Co. (L. R. 12 Ch. 775), the court made an order giving 
the official liquidator power to do all acts without the previous sanction of 
the court, and thus it gave to a compulsory winding up the effect of a 
winding up under supervision. That case was the converse of that of the 
London Quays and Warehouses Co. The two cases were of use as shew- 
ing that the court had jurisdiction and had exercised its jurisdiction to, 
for all practical purposes, tarn a voluntary winding up under 
supervision into 4a compulsory winding up, and rice versd. It ap- 
peared to his lordship that the jurisdiction was useful, since it 
enabled the court to adapt its orders to the exigencies of the 
: case before it. Committees of inspection had been formed to 
assist the liquidator where the winding up was by the court. He himself 
had appointed & committee in the case of the Oriental Bank. The com- 
mittee so appointed was a consultative and not an authoritative committee. 
It was a committee which the liquidator could consult if he chose, but of 
course was in no sense a body to whom the court had delegated its powers. 
Similar cases were no doubt to be found. (A precedent was subsequently 
by his lordship’s chief clerk of a creditor’s representative having 

vinted.) That a committee of inspection was a useful and desir- 

able body was shewn, he thought, by the Act of 1890, although that Act 
had, as he had mentioned, no application to a voluntary windingup. The 
At, however, afforded some guide to the court as to the restrictions 
which might properly be imposed on the liquidator’s powers. What he 
meant was that the Act of 1890 afforded an analogy which was useful. 
The result was that he thought that he could frame an order which would 
neither in form nor in substance be a delegation by the court of its powers. 
Tce substance of the order would be that the liquidator (following the 
ot section 151 of the Act of 1862) was to be subject to the re- 
thereinafter imposed upon him by the court to exercise his 

powers. Then the order would set out the requisite restrictions—that 
was to say, he was not to exercise certain of his powers without the sanc- 
tion of the five perwms named, or of the majority of three of them, or 
ee ag gp = the — Then, following the analogy of the 
, #- 12, sub-section 1 (but not by virtue of that Act), the order 
taizht proceed, for instance, as follows: The liquidator was not to exercise 
his powers of carrying om the business of the company, or of bringing or 
any legal proceedings, or of compromising proceedings, unless 

with the sanction of the five perems forming the committee, or of the 
majority, or unless with the sanction of the court, A like restriction 


| 








would be imposed upon the liquidator with regard to the sale of the 
business. His lordship was by means of such an order placing a limit 
upon the liquidator’s powers by saying that he was not to do certain 
things without the sanction of certain persons who for such purposes 
represented the general body of creditors. If it was desired, a similar 
limitation to that imposed by section 12, sub-section 4, of the Act of 1890 
as to the employment of a solicitor or other agent might be added to the 
restrictions, with a similar exception with reference to cases of urgency. 
As it appeared that the five members of the committee consented to act, 
his lordship appointed them without remuneration, but out-of-pocket 
expenses actually incurred would be repaid to them out of the assets 
sabject to the approval of the court. The order would have to be care- 
fully drawn, and the minutes settled must be submitted to the court.— 
CounseL, Byrne, Q.C., and Eve; Farwell, Q.C., and C. EF. E. Jenkins; 
Oswald, Ribton, D. L. Alexander, and Micklem. Soricrrors, C. A. Bannister ; 
J. G. Shearman ; W. Sturt ; Piesse § Son ; Poole § Robinson. 


FISHER v. JACKSON—North, J., 7th March. 


Cuariry—Action aGAInst TRUsTEES—COoNSENT oF CHARITY COMMISSIONERS 
—Scuoot—-DismissaL oF MASTER WITHOUT HEARING HIM IN ANSWER TO 
Cuarces—Insunction—16 & 17 Vicr. c. 137, s. 17. 


This was a motion by the plaintiff, the master of the boys’ school at 
Thorp Arch, Yorkshire, to restrain the defendants, the Rev..W. H. 
Jackson, the vicar of the parish, and the Rev. G. L. Beckwith, the vicar 
of Collingham, who were two out of the three trustees and managers of 
the school, from removing or purporting to remove him from his office 
until after the holding of a meeting of the trustees and managers— 
namely, the vicars of Thorp Arch, Collingham, and Ledsham — and 
until the plaintiff should have had an opportunity of being heard at such 
meeting in reply to any charges made against him in respect of his con- 
duct in his office. The school, with several others, was founded by Lady 
Elizabeth Hastings in 1738 under a deed of bargain and sale, by which 
property was conveyed for charitable purposes, including the foundation 
and maintenance of the school in question. The deed provided that the 
managers of the schools should be the vicars for the time being of 
Ledsham, Thorp Arch, and Collingham. It was also provided ‘“‘ that for 
all meetings of the vicars, other than the yearly ones before appointed, the 
bailiff shall give the vicars ten days’ notice before such meeting is neces- 
sary, and that noact in the execution of the trust by a less number than 
two so meeting and agreeing shall be valid, except m the management of 
the Charity School for Girls in Ledsham, for the management of which 
particular directions are given. Also that the masters of the schools of 
Ledsham, Thorp Arch, Collingham, and Wyke be appointed by the vicars 
of Ledsham, Thorp Arch, and Collingham, or the greater number of them, 
provided the vicar’s vote where the vacancy is be one of them. And the 
said vicars shall visit the schools under their care once at least in every 
month, and the vicars of Thorp Arch and Collingham shall visit the school 
in each other’s parish, and the vicars of Collingham and Thorp Arch shall 
visit Wyke school, and they, with the vicar of Ledsham, shall visit the boys’ 
school at Ledsham once every year, in order to make a judgment of the 
master’s diligence and the scholars’ improvement in each school; and if 
they shall find that the children of each school under their respective care 
do not make such improvement as might reasonably be expected, and that 
any of the masters of the said schools do not give a good example to the 
children, and are deficient in either reading, writing, or accounts, 
or in grounding the children under their care in the principles of 
the Christian religion, then that the said vicars shall remove such 
masters. And the said vicars shall take bonds from every school- 
master or mistress whom they shall choose, to resign and quit the school 
upon the request of the said three vicars, or any two of them.” 
The plaintiff was appointed master of the school on the 21st of April, 1890. 
On the Ist of December, 1890, the following notice, signed by the de- 
fendants, was served on the plaintiff :—‘‘ We, the undersigned, being two 
of the managers of the Lady Elizabeth Hastings School at Thorp Arch, 
having inquired into your conduct and management of the said schooi, 
and having satisfied ourselves that the said school has not been managed 
and conducted by you for the benefit or advantage of the said school and 
its scholars, and that you have been negligent of the duties and trusts in 
you reposed as such master, and seeing good and sufficient cause and 
reason for removing and displacing you from the said place or office of 
master, do hereby give you notice that we dismiss you from the said office 
of schoolmaster at the expiration of three calendar months next after 
service l.ereof. And do hereby require you peaceably and quietly to leave, 
surrender, and resign the said office of schoolmaster of the said school, and 
to give up possession of the school and schoolhouse and their appurten- 
ances to us, or to such person as we shall appoint to succeed you in the said 
office.’”’ No meeting of the three vicars had ever been held to consider the 
charges made against the plaintiff or the question of his dismissal, and no 
opportunity had been afforded to him of being heard in his defence. 
There was no evidence that the vicar of ‘Ledsham had been consulted 
about the matter. The action was commenced on the 16th of Vebruary. 
On behalf of the defendants it was objected that, by*virtue of section 17 
of the Charitable Trusts Act of 1853, the plaintiff could not sue in respect 
of a matter affecting the administration of the trust, without having 
obtained the convent of the Charity Commissioners. 

Nouru, J., held that the plaintiff was entitled to an injunction. He 
was of opinion that there had been no such delay as to preclude the plain- 
tiff from obtaining an injunction, if he were otherwise entitled to it, His 
lordship overruled the objection that leave to sue had not been obtained 
from the Charity Commissioners under section 17 of the Charitable Trusts 
Act, 1853. He considered that the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Rendall y. Blair (45 Ch. D, 199) applied, In that case a schoolmaster sued 
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ms who purported to have dismissed him. He sought to prevent 
Pir acting on the dismissal, on the groun1 that they themselves had not 
been validly appointed to the office in virtue of w: they professed to 
act, and the court held that the leave of the Charity Commissioners was 
That, in principle, applied to the present case, where the 
him without 
him. The case of Capel vy. Childs (2 C. & J. 558) shewed, that a 
rson acting in a judicial manner must give the man inst whom he 
exercised his judicial power ample opportunity of being heard before 
pronouncing his judgment. In that case the Bishop of London had pro- 
ceeded under statutory powers against the incumbent of Watford to 
appoint a curate in charge, and though the incumbent had stood by, and 
the whole series of formalities, except the initial requisition by the bishop, 
were duly performed, it was held that the making the requisition was a 
judicial act, and that, as it was made without having heard the incumbent, 
the whole proceedings were void. The present case came clearly within 
the principle there laid down. Two only of the three managers had 
signed the notice of dismissal, and as to one of the two it did not appear 
that he had considered the matter. He did, it was true, make an 
affidavit to the effect that he was convinced that the plaintiff ought 
to be removed; perhaps he was so convinced simply from the state- 
ment of the defendant Jackson. There was no evidence that the 
third manager had been consulted at all. In his lordship’s opinion 
the plaintiff had a right to be heard to give reasons why he should 
not be dismissed ; he had a right to have his reasons considered ; he had 
aright not only to the vote of the third manager, if he was in his favour, 
but he had a right to have the consideration of the other managers given 
to what the third had to say on the matter. His lordship considered 
that the managers could only act at a meeting to which all three were 
summoned. He did not say they must all attend, but it must be a meet- 
ing at which they all must have an opportunity of attending and judi- 
cially considering the question after hearing what the schoolmaster had 
tosay. He would not now go into the question, whether there was any 
case for dismissal against the plaintiff. He would, for the purpose of the 
present application, assume everything in favour of the defendants. But, 
taking that to be so, he held that the plaintiff was right in this applica- 
tion, and he granted an injunction accordingly until the trial of the 
action or further order.—Counsg., Edward Cutler, Q.C., and Henry Lynn ; 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and J. F. Popham. Soutcrrors, Baker § Nairne ; Wit- 
liamson § Son. 


BISSILL ». BRADFORD TRAMWAYS CO, (LIM,)—Stirling, J., 6th 
March. 


CompaANY—DERENTURE-HOLDERS—INTEREST IN ARREAR—ENFORCEMENT OF 
Security. 

This was a motion by the plaintiffs on behalf of themselves and all other 
the mortgage debenture-holders of the defendant company, asking for 
the appointment of a receiver and manager of the property and business 
of the company until the hearing of the action or further order. The 
debentures in question provided for the payment of interest at £6 per cent. 
per annum by equal half-yearly payments until payment of the principal. 
This interest fell into arrear, and although the time for the repayment of 
principal had not arrived, the plaintiffs now moved for the appointment of 
a receiver. 


Srrumnc, J., held that the order for a receiver ought to go. The 
debentures constituted an equitable charge of the principal and interest 
upon the undertaking of the company, and the interest was in arrear. In 
such circumstances a legal mortgagee could go into possession. Here, 
the mortgagees had an equitable charge only, and could not have that 
remedy, but the court could appoint a receiver for them. That was little 
enough, because all the receiver would get would be the surplus of receipts 
over the working expenses. ‘The cases shewed there was complete juris- 
diction, and the circumstances were such as to justify its exercise. The 
order must go as asked for.—CounseL, Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Bissil? ; 
J. G. Butcher, Soxrcrrors, Trass ¢ Jarmain ; Harper § Battcock. 


Re THE NATIONAL WHOLEMEAL BREAD AND BISCUIT CO. (LIM.)— 
Kekewich, J., 7th March. 


Company—Votuntary Winpinc tur—Petitron ror Suprrviston OrpER—- 
AmenpMENT or Petirion ny ADDING Prayer ror Compu.sory Orper— 
ADVERTISEMENT—Companres Act, 1862, Genera Orpsr, Novemperr, 
1862, x. 2, Scuepune 3, Form 1—Companres (Winprn@-vp) Act, 1890, 
Generat Rugs, 33, 34. 


Resolutions were passed to wind up the company voluntarily, appointing 
a liquidator, and to apply to the court for a supervision order. A petition 
was presented by a shareholder and the liquidator, asking for an order 
continuing the voluntary winding up, subject to the supervision of the 
court. The petition was subsequently amended by ad a statement 
that difficulties had arisen, and a prayer, in the alternative, for a compul- 
sory winding-up order. The question was whether, in consequence of the 
amendment, the petition ought to be re-advertised. 


Kexawicu, J., said that the petition that was advertised and the peti- 
tion that was heard must be substantially the same. It was the common 
practice where there was a voluntary winding up to make a supervision 
onler, notwithstanding that the petition only asked for a compulsory 
order. In the converse case the same rule did not apply: The contribu- 
tories and creditors must have an opportunity of coming in. The petition 
must stand over for a fortnight, and be re-advertised in the meantime.— 
Counse., Warmington, Q.C., and J. BR. H. Benn; Renshaw, Q.C., and 
Macnaghten. Soxtorrons, Newson § Dunn ; Frederick Bradley, 


WESTMORELAND GREEW AND BLUE SLATE CO. (LIM.) v. FIELDEN— 
Kekewich, J., 11th March. 


Company—Pxractice—WInpiInc up—CALLs MADE BEFORE WINDING uP— 
Batance Ornper—Action ror Catts—Mercer—R. 8. C., XLII, 24. 


The question in this case was, whether the plaintiff company, which 
was being wound up by the court, could maintain an action 
shareholder, who had been settled on the list of contributories, for the 
amount of unpaid calls made before the commencement of the winding 
up, notwithstanding that a balance order had been made in the winding 
up. The balance order could 
residing out of the jurisdiction. It was contended on behalf of the defend- 
ant that the balance order had the effect pgm, a, ge emt 
tion, and that an action could not be brought the on 
the authority of Chalk, Webb, § Co. v . R. b 

Kexewicn, J., said that the plaintiffs sued upon the original debt in 
respect of calls made on the t. Se i one 
merger had no application to a balance order. 
matter of record, but did not fulfil the conditions of a judgment. 
Webb, & Co. v. Tennant did not decide that a balance order, having 
made an action for debt, was not maintainable ; the tiffs there 
upon the balance order alone. The present plaiv were 
maintain this action as an action for debt.—Counset, Renshaw, Q.C., 
Bramwell Davis; Warmington, Q.C., and Butcher. Soracrrors, Seal, 
Wade, Bilbrough, Booth, § Co., Bradford ; Harper 4 Batteock. 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re WEBSTER—North, J., 10th March. 
Sonicrror — Costs—Taxation — Common Ornper to Tax—Ssconp Orper 


AFTER Lapse oF Frrst—Svuppression oF Martertat Facrs—Morion ro 
DISCHARGE OrpEr—6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, 8. 37. 


This was a motion by a solicitor to discharge a common order to tax his 
bill of costs which been obtained by the client er parte. On the 27th 
of June, 1890, the client commenced an action in the Queen’s Bench 
Division against the solicitor, claiming payment of the sum of £75, as 
money received by the solicitor for his use, and interest thereon. On the 
1st of July the solicitor delivered to the client a bill of costs in of 
his professional services, amounting to £90. On the 17th of July the 
solicitor delivered his defence in the action, by which he claimed to be 
entitled to 2 set-off to an amount equal to the plaintiff's claim of the £90 
costs, and some other items amounting to £31, for which he had become 
liable on account of the client. On the 30th of July issue was joined in 
the action. On the Ist of October the client obtained e«r parte in the 
Chancery Division the common order to tax the solicitor's bill. On 
applying for the order the client did not disclose the existence of the 

the 


~ 


action. At the end of the order there was the following usual clause : 
* And it is ordered that no proceedings be commenced against 
petitioner in respect of the said bill 
is to make his certificate in a month ( the master shall extend the 
time to enable him to make his certificate), or this order is to be of no 
effect.’’ The order was not served on the solicitor till the 29th of October, 
when the month had almost expi and no proceedings were taken under 
it. os tee of December Se ee Oe 
Queen’s Bench Division against solicitor, claiming payment 
further sum of £37, as money received by the solicitor for the client's use, 
and interest thereon. On the 3rd of February, 1891, an 

consolidating the two actions. On the 5th of February the solicitor 
delivered a defence in the second action, by 

set-off as in the first action. On the 5th of February issue was joined in 
the second action, and notice of of 

given, end they were entered for trial. On the llth of February 
the client obtained ex parte a second common order for the taxation 
of the solicitor’s bill. On applying for the order the client did not 
disclose either the pendency of or the 

tion. The second order was in precisely the same terms as the first. 
was served on the solicitor on the 16th of 

March he gave notice of motion to for ity 
contended on his behalf that, acon and serving the first common 
order, the client had exhausted his remedy i 

Act so faras a common order was 

been entitled to a special order to tax on 

The order operated as an injunction to restrain 
mencing proceedings to enforce 
in this way obtain and serve a 
it to drop by the expiration of the month 

obtain er parte a precisely similar order, he might, by repeating this process 
every month, i 
whole year. The provision that the order was to be of no 
master made his certificate in 
as the order was at an end, the client could, as a matter of course, obtain 
another identical order. Moreover, it was said, the second order was ob- 
tained by a suppression of material facts—via., the existence of the actions, 
and the making of the former order. Further, Dyeing 
cation for the taxation of the bill ong. under the circumstances, to 
been made in the Queen's oh 

claimed to set off the amount of 


client, however small, The one-sixth rale under the Act 
a taxation in the action, And the common order for taxation, 
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from the form used when no such action had been brought, by giving the 
solicitor the costs of the action in case anything should be found due to 
him (vide Seton on Decrees, 4th ed., vol. 1, pp. 604, 616). And if the 
taxation took place in the Chancery Division the solicitor might lose the 
benefit of his set-off. 

Nortu, J., held that the second order was irregular, but he declined to 
discharge it altogether. He was of opinion that it would be more con- 
venient, and would save expense, to leave the order standing so far as it 
directed taxation of the costs, and the certifying of the amount found due, 
but to omit the directions for payment of the amount certified, and to leave 
the payment to be dealt with by the judge at the trial of the action. His 
lordship held that the solicitor was entitled to the costs of the motion to 
discharge, and directed that those costs should be taxed and the amoant 
certified, and also dealt with by the judge in the action. His lordship 
said that though the order of the Ist of October became, as it expressly 

ided, of no effect at the expiration of a month, this did not prevent its 
wing had an effect in the past. During the whole month the order was 
ready to be put in operation against the solicitor, if he had taken any pro- 
ceedings for the recovery of his bill. ‘The first ground taken in support of 
the motion to discharge the order was that, by the first order, the client’s 
statutory remedy by an order of course was exhausted, and that, when the 
second order was applied for, the first order ought not to have been sup- 
pressed. His lordship thought this argument was well founded. A client 
who had obtained a common order to tax ought not to obtain a second 
similar order, suppressing the fact that he had obtained the first. If he 
could do that the result would be that, by means of twelve successive orders, 
in twelve succeeding months, he might prevent the solicitor from com- 
mencing proceedings upon his bill of costs for a whole year. This was 
much more than the Act was intended to give the client. It was possible 
the client might have obtained another order on a special application, 
but that was quite a different thing from obtaining a second er parte 
order. Then another suppression was the existence of the action, in 
which the bill of costs was introduced by way of set-off. The pendency 
of an action by a solicitor for the amount of his bill did not prevent 
the client from obtaining the common order to tax it, but the order 
was in a different form. It directed a stay of the action, and gave the 
solicitor the costs of the action in case anything was found due to him. 
That was the form of order when the action related to the costs only. In 
the present case the action related to other matters. It was a claim by 
the client for money had and received by the solicitor for his use. And 
the solicitor’s answer was, I have a set-off for costs and other matters 
against yourdemand. The order for taxation provided for payment by 
the solicitor of what should be found due from him, and the existence of 
the action ought to have been brought to the attention of the court when 
the order was made. The order was obtained by a suppression of material 
facts. In In re Farington (33 Beav. 346) it was held that an order of course 
for taxation which was obtained by a client, before he had been served 
with a writ by the solicitor for the amount of his bill, was rightly obtained, 
tho the writ had been issued before the order was obtained. But no one 
could read the judgment of Sir J. Romilly, M.R., without seeing that he 
would ‘have held the order wrong if it had been obtained after the client 
had been served with the writ. His lordship therefore came to the con- 
clusion that the common order had been wrongly obtained. The question 
then arose, whether he should discharge the order entirely as having been 
irregularly obtained. As a general rule the practice was to discharge an 
order which had been irregularly obtained. But it was for the interest of 
both parties that the taxation should take place, and it would save expense 
to let the order stand for that purpose. In his lordship’s opinion Re 
Thompson (30 Ch. D. 441) was an authority for leaving the order standing 
to the extent which he had mentioned, notwithstanding that it had been 
Ta, obtained.—Counse., Oswald; Foa. Soricirors, W. 8. Webster ; 





County Courts. 
KELLETT AND ANOTHER +r. DEW8—Brompton, 5th March. 


Cram vor Ixsunction aNp ror Damaces—JvrispicTion TO GRANT 
IssUNCTION. 


The present action was remitted to this court by an order of Stirling, J. 
The plaintiffs’ claim was for an injunction to restrain the defendant, his 
servants and agents, from interfering with the trade or business of a milk- 
man, carried on by the plaintiffs at No. 3, Uxbridge-terrace, in the county 
of Middlesex, in which the defendant had been employed as a carrier for 
some years, and from interfering with, soliciting, or supplying, or en- 
deavouring to supply, the customers of the said business served from No. 
3, oo a Rena aforesaid, and from committing any further or other 
breach an agreement, dated the 20th of August, 1890, made between 
John Edward Jones—the predecessor of the plaintiffs in the said business 
—of the one part, and the defendant of the other part, and for damages 
for breach of the said agreement. The damages claimed by the plaintiffs 
were liquidated damages under the above agreement at the rate of twenty 
skillings a day for 4 period of ten days from the 17th of January to the 
feene of the writ in the action on the 28th of January last, amounting 
therefore to £10. Evidence of certain breaches of the agreement was 

. Barnes ¥. Geary (35 Ch. D. 154) was cited by counsel for the plain- 


His Honour Judge Sroxox said that the plaintiffs’ claim was primarily 
im the nature of what was formerly termed an injunction bill, and the 
county court had no jurisdiction to try an action of the kind, nor had the 
Chancery Division of the High Court any jurisdiction to remit it to the 


county court, but, as it was coupled with a claim for damages for breach 
of contract, which, both in its nature and amount, was within the jurisdic. 
tion of the county court, and which any divisional court of the High Court 
could remit to a county court, he thought he had the power to try this case 
as one of contract under £100 remitted by the High Court ; and, curiously 
enough, if he found for the plaintiffs thereupon, also to grant an injunc- 
tion against future breaches under section 89 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
thus reversing the order of the plaintiffs’ claim, converting the action from 
a chancery suit to a common law action, but still dealing with the whole 
relief claimed. His Honour then found for the plaintiffs, with 40s, 
damages, and granted an injunction against future breaches of the agree- 
ment so far as regarded the customers of the trade or business during the 
period of defendant’s service, but inasmuch as the agreement and claim for 
an injunction were clearly too wide in terms, and the defendant was an 
illiterate man, who had signed the agreement without consideration, his 
honour gave no costs. Judgment accordingly.—CovunseL, Shearman ; 
Stevens. 








THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE BILL. 


Tue Yorkshire Law Society has addressed the following letter to Col. 
Howard Vincent, M.P., on the Public Trustee Bill, in reply toa request to 
let him know upon what grounds this society had formed and published 
their opinion that the establishment of a public trustee and executor, as 
proposed by the Public Trustee Bill, now before Parliament, was un- 
necessary and objectionable. 

‘* Sir,—In answer to your inquiry, we may explain that our society had 
this question under consideration last year, and in common with kindred 
societies we agreed that while the creation of such an official would be of 
great service to her Majesty’s Treasury, and would strengthen the hands of 
those who direct official life, it would not be for the public good, admitting 
the difficulty at times experienced in finding suitable trustees among 
friends and neighbours and the loss and disappointment occasionally ex- 
perienced at the hands of those appointed. These disadvantages would, in 
our opinion, be more than outweighed by the creation of such an official, 
| whose mere existence would be a source of constant temptation to each 
| succeeding Chancellor of the Exchequer to extend the resources in the 
public trustee’s gontrol by legislation rendering his appointment in every 
case, indirectly, if not directly, compulsory. The ultimate result would be 
the making of the State the possessor of all property over which an in- 
dividual cannot exercise control for his own benefit ; and thus the every- 
day relations of life caused by mutual confidence would be undermined. 
In such a common case as a trust for a widow and her infant children 
giving the trustee a power of expending capital for a child’s advancement in 
life, personal sympathy and a patient individual appreciation of all the 
circumstances are of the first importance; and these could not be ob- 
tained at the hands of an official in London, acting through an official agent 
in the country. It would be better to have the trust administered by the 
court. No objections can be urged against the continuance of private 
trusteeships which may not be urged against any other human institution ; 
but all the objections against officialism may be urged against the appoint- 
ment of a public trustee. Officialism has so far been kept out of family 
affairs, and the introduction of it would result in the creation of an execu- 
tive department of the State, practically beyond the control of either the 
courts or public opinion, and worked so as to be a source of profit to the 
State. It would tend to make the administration of trusts more expen- 
sive, cumbrous, and inelastic, and the objects of the Bill, so far as they are 
legitimate, can be better secured by granting to private trustees the right 
to remuneration and immunities proposed to be conferred upon a public 
trustee, and by giving statutory powers, under proper restrictions, to duly 
constituted — companies to perform the office of trustee or executor. 
Recent legislation has had a great effect in removing from the minds of 
trustees, and of those invited to become trustees, the sense of danger and 
uncertainty which heretofore attended them; and the unwillingness to 
act, which a few years ago was becoming a serious obstacle in family 
affairs, is now consequently passing away.”’ 


The following are the provisions of the Public Trustee Kill, which has 
been introduced in the House of Commons by the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer :— 

Be it enacted, &c. : 

1. Office of public trustee.] (1) There shall be established the office of 
public trustee. 

(2) The public trustee shall be a corporation sole under that name, with 
perpetual succession and an official seal, and may sue and be sued under 
the above name like any other corporation sole. 

(3) Subject to the provisions of this Act, and to the rules made there- 
under, the public trustee may act either alone or jointly with any person 
or body of ag: ei in any capacity to which he may be xppointed in pur- 
suance of this Act, and shall have the same powers, duties, and liabilities, 
and be entitled to the same rights and immunities and be subject in like 
manner to the control and orders of the High Court, as a private trustee 
acting in the same capacity. 
| 2. Appointment of public trustee to be trustee, executor, §r.| (1) The public 

trustee may by that name be appointed to be trustee of any will, or 
| marriage or other family settlement, or to perform any trust or duty 
| belonging to 4 class which he is authorized by a general order under this 
| Act to accept, and may be so appointed, whether the will or settlement, or 
| the instrument creating the trust or duty, was made or came into opera- 

tion before or after the passing of this Act, and either as an original or as a 
new trustee, in the same cases, and in the same manner, and by the same 
persons or court, a8 if he were a private trustee, with this addition, that 
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though the trustees originally appointed were two or more, the public 
trustee may be appointed sole trustee. 

(2) A general order for the purpose of this section may be made by the 
Lord Chancellor with the concurrence of the Treasury, but the draft of 
any order proposed so to be made shall be laid on the table of each House 
of Parliament not less than thirty dayson which that House has sat before 
the order is made, and if the draft is disapproved of by a resolution of 
either House, the order shall not be made. 

3. Power as to granting probate.] If, in pursuance of any general order 
under this Act, the public trustee is authorized to accept by that name 
probates of wills or letters of administration, the court having jurisdiction 
to grant probate of a will or letters of administration may grant the 
probate or letters to the public trustee by that name, and for that purpose 
the court shall consider the public trustee as in law entitled equally with 
any other person or class of persons to obtain the grant of letters of 
administration, save that the consent or citation of the public trustee 
shall not be required for the grant of letters of administration to any 
other person. 

4. Administration of small assets.| Where proceedings have been instituted 
in the High Court for the administration of the estate of any deceased 
person, and by reason of the small value of the estate it appears to the 
court that the estate could be more economically administered by the 

ublic trustee than by the court, the court may order that the estate shall 
Be administered by the public trustee; and thereupon, subject to any 
directions of the court, the public trustee shall administer the estate in 
menver provided by rules under this Act. 

5. Liability.of public trustee and of Consolidated Fund.] (1) Where the trust 
property held by the public trustee is of.such a nature as to involve, 
irrespectively of the terms of the trust, the payment of any rent, call, 
or debt, or the discharge of any other liability, the public trustee shall not 
be liable therefor except so far as the trust property is available to meet 
the same. 

(2) The Consolidated Fund of the United Kingdom shall be liable to make good 
any liability arising out of any fraud or negligence on the part the public 
trustec, or his officers, and also to make good any liability arising out of any such 
other act or default of the public trustee, or his officers, as may be specified in 
rules under this Act, and all sums payable in pursuance of this section out of the 
Consolidated Fund shall be charged on and issued out of that fund or the growing 
produce thereof. 

(3) The draft of any rule made for the purposes of this section shall be 
laid before the House of Commons for not less than thirty days on which 
that House has sat, and if the draft is disapproved of by a resolution of 
that House, the rule shall not be made. 

6. Appointment of public trustee and officers, and expenses of office.] (1) The 
Treasury, with the concurrence of the Lord Chancellor, shall appoint a fit 
person to the office of public trustee during pleasure. 

(2) The holder of the office of public trustee shall receive such salary as 
the Treasury from time to time assign. 

(3) He may employ such officers and persons as subject to the sanction 
of the Treasury he may find necessary for the purposes of this Act, and 
those officers and persons shall be remunerated at such rates and in such 
manner as the Treasury may sanction. 

(4) He shall, if so directed by the Treasury with the concurrence of the 
Lord Chancellor, maintain branch offices for the purpose of the transaction 
of business elsewhere than in London. 

(5) The said salary and remuneration, and such expenses of executing the office 
of public truste: and otherwise carrying this Act into effect as may be sanctioned 
by the Treasury, shall be paid out of moneys provided by Parliament. 

7. Fees charged by public trustee.| (1) There shall be charged in respect of 
the duties of the public trustee such fees, whether by way of per-centage 
or otherwise, as may be fixed by the Treasury with the sanction of the 
Lord Chancellor, and those fees shall be collected and accounted for by 
such persons and in such manner and shall be paid to such account as the 
Treasury direct. 

(2) Any expenses which might be retained or paid out of the trust pro- 
perty if the public trustee were a private trustee shall be so retained or 
paid, and the fees shall be retained or paid in the like manner and in 
addition to such expenses. 

(3) Such fees shall, under the regulations of the Treasury, be applied as 
an appropriation in aid of moneys provided by Parliament for expenses 
under this Act, and so far as not so applied shall be paid into the 
Exchequer. 

8. Holding and transfer of property.) (1) The public trustee may hold pro- 
arf jointly with any persons or corporation aggregate or sole. 

(2 The public trustee may, without licence in mortmain, hold any land 
forming part of the trust property which a private trustee acting in the 
same capacity could hold. 

(3) The public trustee may under that name be entered in the books of 
any company or person as holder, either alone or jointly with any persons, 
of stock, shares, or securities entered in such books. 

(4) The order of the public trustee given under his seal, and confirmed 
by the Treasury, shall be a necessary and sufficient authority to any such 
company or person for the transfer of any such stock, shares, or securities 
80 far as respects the interest of the public trustee. 

(5) On the sale of any real property in which the public trustee is in- 
terested, the receipt of the purchase-money shall not be valid unless 
acknowledged by the public trustee under his seal and by the Treasury. 

9. Appeal to the High Court.) (1) A person aggrieved by any act or 
omission of the public trustee t, seteite | to any trust, may “aul to the 
High pest, and the court may make such order in the matter as the court 





just, 
(2) Subject to rules of court, an application under this section shall | 


be made to a judge of the Chancery Division of the High Court in 
chambers. 


10. Refusal of trust by public trustee.| (1) The public trustee may 
decline, either absolutely or except on prescribed conditions, to accept any 


trust. 
(2) The public trustee may, with the sanction of the court, retire from a 
trust. 


11. Restriction of powers of public trustee.| If a testator or a settlor or 
other creator of any trust di that any ified power or discretion 
shall be vested solely in the co-trustee, or shall not be vested in the public 
trustee, the public trustee shali not exercise such power or discretion, but 
shall, if eoel ba, concur in all acts necessary to carry out the exercise of 
such pewer or discretion by the co-trustee, unless it a to him that 
the matter in which he is requested to concur is a of trust, and the 
public trustee, whether he does or docs not so concur, shall not be respon- 
sible, nor shall the Consolidated Fund be liable, for any such concurrence 
or non-concurrence on his part. 

12. Employment of solicitors and banks.| (1) Where a testator, settlor, or 
other creator of any trust directs or authorizes the employment of any 
particular solicitor or bank, or where either the co-trustee of the public 
trustee or the persons appearing to the public trustee to be for the time 
being entitled to the income of the trust, or if they are infants, their 
guardians, require the employment of any particular solicitor or bank, 
that solicitor or bank shall be employed as the solicitor or bank to the 
trust, unless removed for good cause by the High Court upon the applica- 
tion of the public trustee or of any person appearing to the court to be 
interested in the trust. 

(2) Where it appears to the public trustee that any solicitor or bank has 
been ordinarily employed in matters connected with any trust or with the 
family matters of persons concerned in the trust, he may, on the applica- 
tion or with assent of any of such persons as appear to him to be princi- 
pally interested in the income of the trust for the time being, employ such 
solicitor or bank as the solicitor or bank to the trust. 

(3) Where a solicitor or bank is employed in pursuance of this section 
the Consolidated Fund shall not be liable to meet any liability arising 
from any default of such solicitor or bank, and the public trustee shall 
not be deemed to have notice of any matter merely by reason of such 
solicitor or bank having had notice thereof. 

13. Rules.) (1) The Lord Chancellor, with the approval of the Treasury, 
may make rules for regulating the office of the public trustee and carrying 
into effect this Act, and any order made thereunder, and in particular in 
relation to all or any of the following matters, that is to say— 

(a) (subject to the provisions of this Act) the transfer to and from the 

public trustee of any property ; 

(5) the accounts to be kept, and the audit thereof ; and 

(c) the regulation by the public trustee of any branch office. 

(2) Rules made under this section shall be laid before both Houses of 
Parliament forthwith after they are made, if Parliament is then in session, 
and if not, then forthwith after the beginning.of the then next session of 
Parliament. If either House of Parliament résolves that any such rule 
shall be annulled, the same shall be annulled from the date of the resola- 
tion, - rane prejudice however to anything previously done in pursuance 
thereof. 

(3) If the rules require a declaration to be made for any purpose, a 
person who makes the declaration knowing the same to be untrue in any 
material particular shall be guilty of a misdemeanour. 

14. Application of Act to palatine courts.} Whenever the public trustee 
in pursuance of this Act establishes a branch office in county of 
Lancaster or the county of Durham, the Chancery Court of the county 
palatine of Lancaster or of the county palatine of Durham, as the case 
may be, shall, as respects all matters transacted through that office, have 
concurrent jurisdiction with the High Court under this Act, and the 
of court relating to the exercise of the jurisdiction of the palatine 
under this Act shall be made by the authority having power to 
general rules and orders of those courts respectively. 

15. Mode of action of public trustee and Treasury.) (1) On behalf of 
public trustee such person as may be prescribed may take any oath, make 
any declaration, verify any account, give personal attendance at any court 
or place, and do any act or whatsoever which the public trustee 
required or authorized to take, make, verify, give, or do. 

(2) Where any bond or security is required from a private 
the grant to him of administration, or on his appointment to act in 
capacity to which the public trustee is appoin’ a trustee 
pansy hes he give such bond or security, but . 
same liabilities and duties as if he had given such bond or ity. 

(3) Any confirmation by the Treasury of an order of the public trustee 
under this Act, and any receipt given by the Treasury for the purposes. of 
this Act, may be under the of twe Commissioners of the Treasury, 
or of a secretary or assistant secretary of the Treasury. 

16. Definitions.] In this Act, wnless the context otherwise requires— 

The —— ** probate’? includes the confirmation of an executor in 

Scotlan . 


The expression ‘‘ administration '’ means letters of administration of the 
personal estate and effects of a deceased person, whether general, or 
with a will annexed, or limited either in time or otherwise, and 
includes confirmation in Scotland : 

The ee ‘trust’ includes an executorship or administratorship, 
and any other capacity in which the public trustee acts in pursuance 
of this Act; and the expression “trustee” shall be construed 
accontingly ; and the expression ‘‘ trust property” shall include all 
property in the possession or under the control wholly or partly of 
the public trustee by virtue of any trust : 
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The expression ‘‘ private trustee ’’ means a trustee other than the public 


The expression “ expenses ’’ includes costs and charges : 


The expression ‘‘ prescribed ”’ means prescribed for the time being by 
rules under this Act. 


17. Short title.] This Act may be cited as the Public Trustee Act, 1891. 





THE EFFICIENCY OF THE BENCH. 


Tue following correspondence has been published :— 
: ** House of Commons, March 2, 1891. 

“My dear Sir,—I am anxious that I should not misunderstand the 
meaning of the reply which you were good enough to give to the question 
I put to you on Thursday night with reference to one of the judges of the 
Queen’s Bench Division. 

“‘ T asked you whether the Lord Chancellor was aware that dissatisfaction 
and regret existed amongst members of the legal profession upon the 
subject referred to. You did not answer that question, although I put it 
pointedly a second time, but you repeated what you had already told me 
on the previous Monday (although I did not ask it), that no communica- 
tion had been made to the Lord Chancellor. 

**] feel sure that neither the Lord Chancellor nor either of the law 
officers will deny that they are aware that dissatisfaction and regret exist 

mg members of the legal profession as to the manner in which one of 

the judges, cwing to an infirmity which everyone deplores, is able to 
his duties. It is notorious that this dissatisfaction exists, and the 
Chancellor must be aware of it, and also of the name of the judge, 
which has more than once been mentioned in legal and other newspapers. 
Having had the privilege of knowing the judge in question some years 


ago, and having received from him much personal courtesy and kindness, 
cag oy Sage it would be invidious and out of order to mention any 
name in 


e questions which I put to you in the House, I carefull 
refrained from doing so, but as on Thursday you distinctly asked me to 
name the judge, I feel that it would be sacrificing the interests of the 
public to a sentimental, although a genuine, feeling, if, in answer to 
your challenge, I hesitated to say that the judge referred to is Mr. Justice 


_ “Ta hend that one of the most important duties of a Government 
is to je sly watch, in the interests of the public, the proper and efficient 
, ition of justice by those who have in their hands the decision of 
questions of grave moment, and even of life and death. Surely, if it has 
become notorious that grave dissatisfaction exists among those in the legal 
profession who have the best opportunity of forming an opinion as to the 
manner in which a judge is able to perform his official duties, it is incum- 
bent ‘the Government to take steps for ascertaining if there is sub- 
| cause for that dissatisfaction, and then to act in the interests of the 

in such way as may seem to be necessary. 

“* It seems incredible that a responsible Government should ask me, as a 
private member (as I understood you to ask me on Thursday), to put down 
on the netice paper some specific statement as to the causes of dissatisfac- 
tion, and to name the judge referred to, although the causes and the name 
of the judge were then, and are now, perfectly well known to the Govern- 
ment, and especially to its legal members. 

‘If the Government feel themselves in a difficulty it is for them to deal 
with it, xg mower a as Teen that they have, and that I have not, the 

vestiga e alleged grievance and to apply the remedy. 
“I should have preferred that some member of he House with more 
than I shall ever have should have undertaken the unenviable 
of bringing this matter forward. I waited hoping that this might be 
I have now brought it pointedly under the notice of the Government, 
if they allow this scandal to continue litigants and the public will 
know upon whom the responsibility rests. 

“*T am sure that you will with me that in such a personal and 
— matter it is better that I should write to you instead of putting 

any notice on the paper. ** Yours very truly, 


ce H N , >. i) Gs 
“To the Right Hon. W. H. Smith.” sega 0 
**10, Downing-street, Whitehall, March 6, 1891. 
** My dear Sir,—I have read your letter with reference to Mr. Justice 
with care, and I observe that while you throw the whole respon- 
on the Government for the continuance of a condition of affairs 
which you describe as ‘notorious’ and creating ‘a general dissatisfaction,’ 
you do not advance a single specific allegation as to a failure of justice on 
which it would be possible to take action. 
The only course of action open to the Government in the case of a 
oe adhe he sea merits removal is by address to the Crown in both 
ag Parliament. 

2, Constitution has very properly made the judges absolutel 
independent of the Government of the day, which, so far as they are neo 
pre ra no bee Bad disciplinary ees and any Member 

enti to i 
a, atliament is equally move an ress with any member of 


** But this rer, which ou 


[3 


obviously be ‘ood td 6 in peor with ourselves, should 
a n pific > necessi 
in the public int at teok a “a specific proof of the necessity 
“T am not in ion of evidence of that character on which I could 
feel it to be my duty to proceed. “‘ Believe me, yours very faithfully, 


‘sé Ww. : s 2 
“ Henry P. Cobb, Esq., M.P.”” re 


** House of Commons, March 9, 1891. 
“ My dear Sir,--I thank you for your letter of the 6th of March. 1 have 





no right to expect that you should accept my statement that the painful 
circumstances alluded to are ‘notorious,’ but, surely, you will accept as 
evidence of notoriety the statements of newspapers like the Times, the 
Daily News, and the Law Times. Jn a leading article on March 6, the 
Times writes in reference to this case :—‘ It is certainly impossible to be 
any longer oblivious of what, wherever lawyers are gathered together, has 
for many days been the subject of their talk.’ And, again, in the same 
article, the Times writes :—‘ Should things which have been the subject of 
wonder and regret for some time continue, a question which fortunately 
we have seldom had to consider must be solved.’ 

‘‘ It is, in my opinion, for the Government, which is responsible to the 
country for the proper administration of justice, to solve this question, 
and not for a private member of Parliament. You cannot seriously mean 
that the course which you point out as being open to the Government of 
moving an Address to the Crown in both Houses of Parliament is to be 
left to be originated by a private member like myself, while the Govern. 
ment looks on and does nothing. Nor is it my duty to collect and bring 
before you specific proof of an evil which is notorious. The Lord Chan- 
cellor and the law officers are well aware of the sources from which they 
can obtain abundant and direct evidence, and, surely, it is their duty 
to make full inquiry now that the subject has been brought so publicly 
forward. 

‘‘T have so far almost alone performed, most unwillingly, a very 
unpleasant duty, and I am sure that the members of the bar and other 
members of the profession (and especially those in the House of Commons) 
will not from any mistaken idea of professional etiquette forget that they 
have duties to perform to the public, out of whose pockets the judicial 
system of the country is maintained, and who are entitled to demand that 
justice shall be efficiently administered. ‘* Yours very truly, 

‘*Henry P. Coss. 

‘To the Right Hon. W. H. Smith, M.P., First Lord of the Treasury, 

&c.”” 





LAW SOCIETIES 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on the 11th 
inst., Mr. John Hunter in the chair. The other directors present were 
Messrs. H. Holland Burne (Bath), H. Morten Cotton, Robert Cunliffe, 
Edwin Hedger, J. H. Kays, Grinham Keen, R. Pennington, Henry Roscoe, 
Sidney Smith, R. W. Tweedie, E. W. Williamson, Frederic T. Woolbert, 
and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £360 was distributed in grants of 
relief, six new members were admitted to the association, and other 
general business was transacted. 





UNITED LAW SOCIE1Y. 


March 9—Mr. A. K. Common in the chair.—Mr. H. W. Marcus gave 
an account of his experiences during his recent visit to Canada, and gave 
his impressions of Canadian political and social life. He concluded by 
moving a resolution, ‘‘ That this house views with profound satisfaction 
the determination of the people of Canada to preserve their national life 
and independent existence as an integral part of the British Empire.’’ A 
discussion followed, in which Messrs. J. L. V. 8. Williams, D. McMillan, 
C. Kains-Jackson, C. Herbert Smith, H. H. Blazeby, W. F. Symonds, 
and W. 8. Sherrington took part. The motion was carried nem. con. The 
subject for debate on Monday next is the case of Simmons v. The London 
Joint-Stock Bank (L. R. Ch., March, 1891). 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Liverroot Law Stupents’ Assoctation.—March 9—Mr. C. Collins in the 
chair.—A debate was held on the following subject for discussion :—‘ A. 
is the legal personal representative of B. who, on the 28th of May, 1887, 
shot himself while temporarily insane. On the 17th of April, 1886, B. 
had insured his life for £1,000 with an insurance com v- The policy 
containing the following clause :—‘ In case the assured die by the hand of 
justice or in personal combat, and also in case of suicide, his representatives 
shall be entitled to half the amount provided his membership shall have 
reached two years.’ Two annual payments of premium have been made by 
B. Can A. recover from the insurance company?’ Mr. Sweny opened 
in the affirmative, which was also supported by Messrs. Glover, Nevins, 
Bielby, and Tonge. Mr. Smith opened in the negative, which was also 
supported by Messrs. Martin, Rodgers, and Lockwood. The question was 

ded in the affirmative by a majority of thirteen. * 


Law Srvupents’ Denattinc Socrery.—March 10—Mr. Pattinson in the 
chair.—The subject for discussion—‘‘ That the case pf Le Watson (2) 
Q. B D. 27) was wrongly decided ’’—was ogenet by Mr. Parker, followed 
by Mr. Marchant; Mr. Harcourt and Mr. Willson opposed. The debate 
having been declared o the following gentlemen spoke :—In the 
affirmative, Mr. Jones; fn the negative, Messrs. Blagden, Hitchins, and 
Addington Willis. Mr. Parker replied, On the motion being put to the 
meeting it was lost by a majority of seven. There was a large number of 
members and visitors present. The subject for discussion at the ext 
meeting of the society, on ‘Tuesday, March 17, is—‘‘ That legislation is 
urgently needed to place further restrictions on gambling.”’ 


March | 14, ‘1891. i 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. T. H. Hopeson, solicitor, clerk of the peace for the county of 
Cumberland, and clerk to the county council, died at his residence, Hough- 
ton House, Carlisle, on the 5th inst., in his 79th year. Mr. Hodgson, who 
was admitted in 1834, had held the office of clerk of the peace for over fifty 

, previously to which it had been held by his father and grandfather. 

e also acted as clerk to the Cumberland Ward magistrates down to 1846, 
and he was clerk to the Eden Conservancy Board from its formation down 
to three or four years ago. Mr. Hodgson, says a local paper, was highly 
esteemed by the magistrates of the county. He was a sound lawyer, and 
his advice was always considered safe and judicious. He was quick, 
careful, and accurate, and with much firmness of character com- 
pined a good deal of the swaviter in modo, which made it pleasant 
at all times to meet him upon business matters. Beyond the limits 
of his official work, however, he took little or no part in public 
affairs. He devoted much of his leisure to preaching and Bible reading, 
and the only public platform on which he was to be found was at Bible 
Society meetings. He was for many years treasurer of the Carlisle branch 
of the British and Foreign Bible Society, but resigned his office in June 
last on account of failing health. He was held in high esteem both in the 
city and the county, and his death will be generally regretted. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Cuartes Arrerso.e Surru, solicitor, of Reigate, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Smith was admitted a solicitor in July, 
1881. 

Mr. Wa. Josgru Sairu, solicitor (of the firm of 8S. P. Smith & Sons), 
of Walsall, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Smith was 
admitted a solicitor in December, 1884. 

Mr. Mackay Joun Granam Scosre, solicitor, of Hereford, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Scobie was admitted a solicitor 
in Hilary Term, 1875. He is official receiver for Leominster and 
Hereford. 

Mr. Watrer Spver, solicitor (of the firm of Spyer & Son), of 53, New 
Broad-street, London, E.C., and Hampstead, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Spyer was admitted a solicitor in February, 
1883. 

Mr. Srmpnzy Gerorce Spreat, solicitor, of 57, Gracechurch-street, 
London, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Spreat 
was admitted a solicitor in December, 1882. 


Mr. Tuomas Heatu Tuornety, solicitor (of the firm of Thornely & 
Cameron), of Liverpool, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Thornely was admitted a solicitor in November, 1884. 


Mr. Tuomas Epwarp Taytor, solicitor, of Pontefract and Castleford, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Taylor was admitted 
a solicitor in Hilary Term, 1872. 

Mr. Wa.rer Henry Hvenr, solicitor, of 13, Old Jewry-chambers, 
London, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hunt 
was admitted a solicitor in December, 1882. 


Mr. Monrer Farrurvtt Monter-WituraMs, solicitor (of the firm of Bed- 
ford, Monier-Williams, & Robinson), of 6 and 7, Great Tower-street, 
London, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for the Island of New- 
foundland and its Dependencies. Mr. Monier-Williams was admittela 
solicitor in May, 1878. He is a commissioner for the Courts of Bengal, 
Bombay, Madras, and the North-West Provinces of India, to take 
affidavits and examine witnesses and take acknowledgments of married 
women in England in respect of property in India. 

Mr. Cuar.es More, solicitor (of the firm of James Mote & Son), of 29, 
Queen-street, London, E.C., and Lewisham, has been appointed a 
— for Oaths. Mr. Mote was admitted a solicitor in January, 


Mr. Cect, Branpram Fre.prve Mount, solicitor (of the firm of F. W. 
Mount & Son), of 17, Gracechurch-street, London, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths. Mr. Mount was admitted 
a solicitor in July, 1881. 


Mr. Roxerr Nevr.1, solicitor, of Tanworth, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Nevill was admitted a solicitor in July, 1881. 


Mr. Hexrwext Freventcx Ovpy, solicitor, of 58, Lombard-street, London, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Oddy was 
admitted a solicitor in December, 1884. 

Mr. Leten Hunter Oaxsuorr, solicitor, of Liverpool, and Rock Ferry, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Oakshott was admitted 
a solicitor in November, 1884. 

Mr. Epmunp Garrarr Wnuison, solicitor (of the firm of Wilson & 
Genge), of Epsom, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Wilson was admitted a solicitor in November, 1882. 

Mr. Tuomas Lewis Wuitxrson, solicitor (of the firm of Barrell, 
Rodway, & Co.), of Liverpool, has been appointed a Commissioner for 


Oaths. Mr. Wilkinson was admitted a solicitor in January, 1885. 
Mr. Cuantes Vernon Youna, solicitor, of 49, Stoke Ne m-road, 
London, N., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Young 


Was admitted a solicitor in December, 1884. 








CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vutions. 
James Epwarp Witp and Wiiu1am Wu, solicitors (Wild & Wild), 
of Shuttleworth and Ramsbottom. June 30,1889. [Gazette, March 6. 
Wituram Wootrryes and Jonn Huncerrorp Pows tt, solicitors (Wool- 
fryes & Powell), of Banwell and Axbridge. The said John H 
Powell will in future carry on the said business. June 30, 1890. 
[ Gazette, March 10 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reoistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 


Appgat Court Mr. Justice - Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra 
Mr. Jackson Mr. Lavie Mr. Bolt 
Clowes i 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Clowes Farmer 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Clowes Farmer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
StTig.ive. KExkeEwicu. Romer. 
Mr. Ward Mr. Pugh Mr. Godfrey 
Ward Godfrey 
— bat Leach 
Pemberton Beal Leach 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Boxe.—March 2, at Belmont, Stoke, Devonport, the wife of Foster J. Bone, solicitor, of a 
son. 
Civer.—March 10, at Fondilia, Bromley, Kent, the wife of A. R. Cluer, barrister-at-law, 


of a son. : 
MARRIAGE. 

Wurre—Dvcroz.—March 7, at St. James’s Church, Piccadilly, Francis Coghlan 
White, Assistant i Straits Settlement, to Emily Vi third daughter 
of Frederick A. Ducroz, of Courtlands, East Grinstead, Sussex. 

DEATHS. 
Garpenx.—March 4, at Rubislaw Den North, Aberdeen, James Murray Garden, advocate. 
Hopvesoy.—March 5, at Houghton —, Cumberland, Thomas Houghton Hodgson, for 


" 78. 
Jounsox.—March 6, at Laughton Lodge, 8; ‘William Johnson, of 6, Gower-street, 
London, 63. 





Waring To iyteypine House Purcaasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or rentittg 
a house have the Sani arrangements examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary i ing & Ventilation Co., 65, ite Town Hall, Victori West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Gflices, &c.—[Apvr.] 

Rents collected and distraints levied to recover same by Messrs. Hexzy C. Woop 
( ¥ 


surveyor to the parish of ) and Hewry Kinsy—Woop 
brokers, 1, Great Ji 
rent over £20. 


Halborn-visduee References, if 
and prompt attention.—[Apvr.) 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, March 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep rn Cuancery. 





Coventry Pareyt Pies Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before to send 
their names re ee Tas pallecacal Gatdinwschann wince orman 
Gould, Saxon chmbrs, 8t I rds on Sea. Carless, St Leonards on Sea, solor for 

Bo any 


«pro I. Rarrway Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 15, to send 
eee en eer Linnea nk Ge pemaes of Gee bn or aden, to Wee 

on Hy ty Kekewich, J, has, by order dated Feb 3, appointed 
y NG PLACERS, MITED—. ’ an 
Edwin Waterhouse, 44, Gresham st, tobe official liquidator 

InTeRNaTIONAL AgENcy AND Ixpustriat Trust, Lowrsp—Petn for winding up, pre-- 
sented Feb 28, directed to be heard on March 14. Payne & Lattey, Cornhill, solors for 


petner 
K vs Srext, Inox, anv Coat Laurrep—Petn for windi 
IDSGROVE gt pen, Ane 8 = ras up, Licey Mareh- 


6, 
for Grundy & Co, Manchester, solors for petners 

Larrieur Raitway Construction Co, Lumrsp—Peta for winding up, presented March 4, 
directed to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, March 14. & Oo, Throg- 

Bary Peg Tein for winding up. presented March 3, directed to be 
aura Ramway ITRD— 
heard on Saturday, March 14. yom hg st, solors for 

Maryrort Hematrre Iron anv Sreat Co, Linrrep—Petn for presented 
March 2, directed to be heard before North, J, on March MM. Harrison ‘Powell, Ray- 
mond bldgs, agents for E & KJ Carlisle, solors for petner 

Warrrsere Prosprcerixe Syxprcatr, are Ly yt ay before Mar 
Sohn Smith Solas Monday, Sane & aint naaial ber bane ok 

« . ewry. A 4 

cating upon the debts and claims 
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FRIENDLY SOCIETY. DISSOLVED. 
Parcs Ausert Inperenpent Lopez, Station Inn, Hungary Hill, Stourbridge, Worcester. 
March 2 


London Gazette.—Turspay, March 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luutep ux CHancery. 
Bucxisenam & Apams, ay Si for wieding up, 


presen 
heard before Stirlin: on March 21. Angove & Bromwich, Gt Winchester st, agents 
for J & R Harvey, Ens. 


solors for 


Hpesete Pusiiseixe Unxion, Liantrep—Petn for winding up, po March 7, directed 
be heard before x Ingle & Co, Threadneedl 


Chitty, J, on Saturday, March 21. 


bon for petner 


Loxpox Fre weir a i made by North, J, dated Feb 7, it was 
continued. Torr & Co, Bed- 


ordered that the volun of the com be 
ford row, ae for Douthwaite a & Waddington. palhoston, solors for petner 
NatioxaL A ip Meat Breap asp Biscuit Co, Limitep—Petn for wy up, 


19, will be heard on Saturda: 
bldgs, solors for petners 


Merat Syypicate, Liontep—Petn for win 


be heard before Kekewich, J, on March 21. Wate ol 5 ewry, solor for petner 


a MANGANESE Mixixe Co, Liurrep—Creditors are 
names and 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Auimas, WituiaAn Henry, Biemiaghom, Clothier Bir- | 


Pet March 3 Ord March 
ANDREWS, meen, 4 Worcs, Builder Worces- 
ter Pet Feb 21 Ont Mane h 3 


Asncompz, Amprosze, Noke, Oxon, Licensed See 
Oxford Pet March 3 Ord 


3 

Banser, Ricnarp Rosisox, Mobberley, Cheshire, Farmer | 
Manchester Pet Feb19 Ord March 2 

Bexwyetr, Jonx, Tunstall, Staffs, Carter Tunstall Pet | 
March 4 Ord March 4 


ee Hewry James, and Jonny Best, Dewsbury, | 
Dewsbury Pet March 2 Ord March 

¥T, JAMES, Newington, Kingston upon Hull, Agent | 

tor Hay Kingston upon Hull Pet March 3 


Pn - aa Gr hurch st, Solicit High Court | 
Pet Feb 10 Ord March 3 

Brapv, Witu1am, Deanshanger, Northamptonshire, Hay | 
Dealer Northampton Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

Biatizs, James, York, Joiner York Pet March 2 Ord | 


2 
Casz, Grorce, Linton terr, Staines rd, Sunb Boot | 
, Surrey Pet March 3 Ord March 3 
Cosnam, Anruvr, ‘Worcester, Licensed Victualler Worces- | 
ter Pet March 2 Ord March 2 
Coomprz, Grorcr, East Grinstead, Sussex, Brewer | 
Tunbridge Wells Pet March 4 Ord March 4 
Coorsox, Wittiau Ropsoy, Gateshead, Licensed Victualler 
a on Tyne Pet March 3 Ord March 3 
Cowrzr, W, Edgware rd, Provision Dealer High Court | 
“Pet Feb 6 Ord March '3 
Davies, Jony, Landore, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 
March 2 Ord March 2 


Davies, Laoxet CartTwricat Biumene rd, Dentist High 
Court Pet Feb 6 Ord Mare 
Dowsuam, Wittiam, Grorce eel Downuam, and 
Watrer Dowsuamu, Nelson, Lancs, Joiners and 
Builders Burnley Pet March2 Ord March 2 
Dureroy, Janes Tuomas, Upper 
Vietualler High Court’ Pet March 3. Ord March 3 
Esxrxs, Witttam Drew, Hereford, Wheelwright Hereford 
Pet March 4 Ord March 4 





h 
Fawsert, Tuomas, pa, Potato Merchant Stock- | 


-. F on Tees and esborough Pet Feb 28 Ord 
Fraser, oe Rasrz, mand, Tailor’s Cutter Bristol 
Pet March 2 Ord March 


Garpyer, Wits Groner, Cranmer rd, Forest Gate 
Banker's Cler' 


High Court Pet March 4 Ord | 


4 
Gastrre.t, Grorcr, Newton Abbot, Devon, Hosier Exeter 

Pet Feb 18 Ord March 2 
Grover, Grorce Tuomas, Blenheim grove, Peckham, 
Builder High Court Pet March 2 Ord 


Hicutos, Wi111m, Pemberton, Lanes, Book Keeper 
Pet March 3 Ord March 3 
ag ee oem onan, Re Devon, Cabinet Maker 
h2 Ord March 2 


Hovonsnsoy, Baws, py are Staffs, Hotel Keeper Bur- 
agent Pet Mar 2 Ord Max 2 . nm 
Hortos, Caarces, ham utcher Birming- 

lam’ Pet Mat 3 Ord Mar 


Hovner, ¥ Wi1am Tuomas, Glossop, shire, Tailor 
Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge et Mar3 Ord 


Stourbridge, Worcs, Butcher Stourbrid 
BO pa Oa tae on 
ae Soares, Ae mf Cheshire, Farmer Stockport 
Seamaen Troms. Nesth: meet, 2 Boot Dealer Newcastle 


on Tyne Mari © 
Jou LIAM, “; Ty eee Liv 1 
Pee Mar? Ord Mar si 
Jozpax, Gronor. Sn » Grocer jurton on 
Lat Pete 27 Ord Feb 
Lamp Jos mare Laxp, and Wititam Dawes Laxp, 


eee Yor 
Feb 23 
er, Grout Cambere aberwell rd, Boot Manufacture High 


Mom, Joourm, Rotherbare, Loot Maker Sheffield Pet Ma 
2 Ord Mar 3 : 


y; March 21, at 10.30. Newson & Dunn, 


the names and oatvanes of their solicitors, to 
yen Edwin Hibberd, 17, King’s Arms yard, Coleman st 


st , | 


, Farmers Bradford Pet | 


County Pauative or LANCASTER. 


Liwrrep in CHANCERY. 


County Geyerat Crepit, Discount, anp Investment Co, Limrrep—The Vice-Chancelloy 
has, by an order dated Feb 2, appointed William Patrick Hartley Meagher, 18, Cannon 
st, Preston, to be official liquidator 





ted March 9, directed to be 


| JAMES, 
J. Hird, Gt 


presented March 6, directed to | Powe.1, Tee, Sou 


Procrer, Tuomas WILLIAM, 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Ciarm. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, March 6 
e st, Bennet, Epwarp Kepineron, Attlebr 
Kekewich, J. Matthews, 


Srrerroy, Josepn Harris, Deanery - 
tor . ‘Turner, 


, Norfolk, Clerk. April 3. Reilly v Bennet, 

k lane, Solicitor. April 20. Stretton v Stret- 
st, ang = : 

"4, olloway, Builder. April 3. Osborn v Mackrill, North, 


London Gazette.—Turspay, March 10. 
Goopwis, doqare Woo iscrort, Northwick terr, Maida hill. April 6. Hooper v Large, 
Girling, Wool Ex: 
ithampton. 


April 14. ” Allen v Fowler, Chitty, J. Allen, Old Jewry 
Long Preston, York, Gent. April 18. Procter v Procter, 


required, on or before April 30 North, J. Postlethwaite, Leeds 


SHEpParD, Exiza, 











) Mu aparmere, Frayk, Brighouse, Yorks, Jeweller Halifax | 
r3 
| Necro, Manrrepo, Alfred pl, Lp eed sq, Hotel Manager 
| | aw High ee a Mar Z Ord Mar 4 Suffolk, 
EVILL, Henry Witt1am Micuae., Mettingham, 
Gent Gt Yarmouth Fet Feb 17 Ord Mar 3 

Overtoy, Freperick Witiiam, Ashbourne, Derbyshire, 

rocer Burton-on-Trent Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 26 
Paterson, James Henny, Percy terrace, Fairfax rd, 


2 Ord Mar 2 

Rayyer, Wreseas Hewry, Gravesend, Builder Rochester 
Pet Mar2 Ord Mar 2 

| Rosomay, Freperick Apo.ruus, St Mary Extra, South- 
ampton, Gent Southampton Pet Feb13 Ord Mar2 

Samvets, Emanvet Isaac, 
tor Wolverhampton Pet Mar 4 

Scno.ey, Tuomas, Kingston w on Hull, Grocer - Kingston 


Ord | upon Hull Pet Feb5 O 


| Sroakes, Jonyn Grorce, New Clee, Gt Smmby, Fisherman 
Gt Grimsby Pet Mar2 Ord Ma: 


Trouss, Witiiam, and Rosser Tow iii Mayo, maliey, | 


a Manufacturers Dudley Pet Feb 26 
| Tooze, | het Bristol, Journeyman Printer 
Bristol Pet Mar 4 Ord Mar 4 


WALKER, a Worcester, + need Victualler Wor- 


cester Pet Mar 3 
Wane ee ay Harmham, Wilts, Labourer, 


et Mar 4 


| Wess, a | og Se ag Hoonsed Victualler Luton | 
Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 


| Woop, Epwarp, —, Kent, Miller Maidstone Pet | 
Feb 19 Ord Mar 


Youne, Cuar.es, Warle, Somerset, Butcher Bridgwater | 
Pet Mar3 Ord Mar 3 


| FIRST MEETINGS. 

Ayprews, Jonx Wiii1am, Woolwich, Chemist March 13 | 
at 12.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Barser, Ricnarv Rosinson, Moberl ey, Cheshire Farmer | 
March 16 at 3 Off Rec Offices, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge 
st, Manchester 

Basuam, Aurrep Wi..iam, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, Wood | 
Merchant March 17 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 

— ES, James, York, Joiner March 20 at 12.15 Off Rec, 

Bray, _ AxcnipaLp, Holyport, Berks, Farmer 
March 16 at 12 Railway “Hotel, denhead 

Carter, Grorcr, Pentonville rd, Islington, Licensed 
Pinna March 17 at 2.30 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn feids 

Deas, SAmvet, Manchester, Milk Dealer March 16 at 
2.30 Off Rec, Odgen’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Dix, Jony, jun, Hi , Brewer 16 at 3 Off Rec, 


95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Fraser, Witttam Rartz, Bristol, Tailor’s Cutter March 


18 at 12.30 Off Rec. Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 
eae LL, GEORGE, » Newton Abbot, Devon, Hosier March 
6 at 12 


— Artuvr, “Liverpool rd, Builder Mari7 ati 33, 
Cone st, Lincoln’s inn 
Gover, HARLES, Redland, Bristol, saver Stable Keeper 
Mar 18 at 12’ Off Ree, ‘Bank chinb Bristol 
owns Hesry Bencraxt, Prides 
rijatilw 2%, y 
m+ , Memeer, Idle, Yorks, Slater ‘Mar Mar 13 at 11 Off 
de 
wee .., Me mos Newtown, Pemberton, Lancs, Book- 
keeper 


Se tant th, Grocer 


= Mar 16 at 316, Ws 16, Wood st, Bolton 

ao WIN ttoxeter, Staffs, H oO eeper Mar 
White Hart Hotel Uttox 

Hoa y aw 8, New Malden, or inte Accountant's 

Clerk Mar 13 at 11.30 a, Railway app, London 


Ho.ses, James, Belton Farmer Mar 16 at 2.30 Off 


he 
Tacows,. Axruvr Witttam, Shanklin, 1 Ww, Gpeengroces 
Mar 16 at 2 Holyrood chmbrs, Newport, I 
Trent, ¢ Grocer Mine 14 at 12 


Jonpax, Gronor, Burton on an, ae 
lowe, Evax, Pontardawe, Gian, B Builder Mar 16 at 11 


Midland Hotel, Station st, B 
ff Bec, 97, Oxford st, Sw: 


LatTix, Joux, Carlisle, foubneper Mar 16 ati2 12, Lons- 
dale vt, Carlisle P 


Tottenham Clerk in the Customs Edmonton Pet Mar | 


olv: rg Hotel Proprie- | 
rd Mar 4 


| Turner, pocamen, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet Mar 3 | 
Ord Mar 


Dalham. April1. Sheppard vy Witt, North, J. Bur. 


Dunstall green, 
ton, Old Serjeant’s i inn, Chancery In 


| Loypaut, Susan Mary, Long Lawford, nr Busby, Farmer 
| Mar 16 at 12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Co ventry 
| Murcatroyp, Frank, Brighouse, Yorks, Jeweller Mar 14 
| at 11 
MurcGatroyp, Joseru onal Shipley, Yorks, Grocer Mar 
| 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, 31, Manor row Bradford 
| Oakey, WaLTER Witiiam, Nottingham, Hosiery Manu- 
facturer Mar 13 at 12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church 
walk, Nottingham ; 
Overton, Freperick Wituiam, Ashbourne, Derbyshire, 
Devbyr Mar 13 at 2.30 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, 


Der! 

Suma Tuomas Gzorce, South Norwood, Surrey Mar 
16 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

| Rayyer, Witu1am Henry, Gravesend, Builder Mar 16 at 
11.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

Rees, Witu1am Harrigs, ‘Haverfordwest, Chemist Mar 
14 at 11 Off Rec, 11, ery AO Carmarthen 

Densnen, Wiiwiam, Wi ener Mar 19 
at 10.30 Off Ree, 4, yeviies © gn, ‘Brighto 

Rive, lit Aldersgate Whol ‘Wholesale Farrier Mar 17 

= Bankruptcy bids, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 

fi 


| SpavenTeR, WiLt1AM BramweELt, North End rd, Fulham, 

| Grocer Mari6at12 33, Carey st, t, Lincoln’s ‘inn felds 

| Sroan, Witi1am James, Liverpool, Fruit Merchant March 
16 at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Live | 

SsuTru, Jonny, Grayshott rd, Lavender ll, Boot Dealer 
March 16 at 11 33, Carey st, coln’s inn fields 

| Taytor, Joun Assort, Cachaiton. Surrey, Parliamentary 
Law Clerk March 16 at 12.30 24, Railway approach, 
London —- H 

| TuackTHwaAlTE, RMADUKE ApoLpuus, St Leonard’s on 
Sea, Tea a March 16 at 12.30 Young & Son, 


| 


Bank bldngs, Hastings 

Warp, we Rue o Bogele, Paris, Tea Dealer March 16 
atl ’s inn fields 

} Wanssina 6 : Be st, Pimlico, Gent March 18 at 12 

| 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


| ‘The follo oe notice is substituted on that pub- 
“inbed ed in the London Gazette, Feb. 27 


Laxton, Georce Howanxp, ey Licensed Victualler 
March 16 at 12.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Asucomsz, Amprose, Noke, Oxon, Licensed Victualler 
Oxford Pet March Ord March 4 


Barser, Ricnarp Rosinson, Mobberl + see Farmer 
Bencater, Tanen Howington, Kingston conn Hall, Agued 
EECROFT, JAMES, upon gen 

for Hay Kingston upon H et March 8 Ord 


3 
Birties, James, York, Joiner York Pet Feb 28 Ord 
March 


Bextuam, Greenwoop, Halifax, Innkeeper Halifax Pet 
Feb 23 Ord March 4 

Copnnam, Anruur, Worcester, peoneed Victualler Worces- 
ter Pet March 2 Ord March 

Davizs, Jous, Landore, eer Grocer Swansea Pet 
March 2 Ord March 2 

Dowsnam, Wittiam, Georck Burinr Downnam, and 
Watrex Downnam, Nelson, Lancs, Joiners Burnley 
Pet March 2 Ord March 4 


Dureroy, Jamzs Tuomas, Upper Thames Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet March 3 Ord March 3 
Eskins, Wittiam Drew, Hereford, Wheelwright Hereford 

E a. Oot ame pe tgomery, F 

VANS, DMUND, ¥ m ‘armer 

Newtown Pet Jan9 Ord March 

Fawseat, Tuomas, ‘otato Merchant Stockton 
on Tees Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 2 

Fraser, Wittiam Rais Bristol, Tailor’s Cutter Bristol 
Pet March 2 Ord March 4 

Ganpvyer, Witt1am George, Cranmer rd, Gate 
Banker's Clerk High Court Pet aks 4 “on 

re 


Gastrrett, Grorce, Newton Abbott, Devon, Hosier 
Exeter Pet Feb'18 Ord March 2 

Gnaxraas, Henxry Sxnoxanr, East. Greenwich, Grocer 
Greenwich Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 28 

Gnover, Georar Tuomas, Blenheim ve, Peckham, Car- 
riage Builder High Court Pet ‘arch 2 Ord March 2 

Sugeees, Witam Janes, Yeovil, Coal Merchant 
Yeovil Pet Feb26 Ord March 2 

Huxvensox, Jamus Mavpock, ey Licensed Vic- 
tualler Liverpool Pet Feb12 Ord March 4 
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Ronros, Wi , _ Pemberton, Book 
arian TLLIAM. Sane, Keeper 


Huy Lo WIS sete: eer. Maker 


Hont0%, oe Butcher Birming- 
Pet March 3. 


Jacoss, AnTHUR WILLIAM 
Newport and R; Pet Fe 
Jounsox, Tuomas, North Shields, Boot Dealer Newcastle- 
on-Tyne Pet March 4 Ord March 4 
Joses, Freperick Bromury, Lianfair , a = 
Wit: Live R71, aor Lovagedl 
Joes, WILLIAM, 
Pet March 2 Ord 


DONALD, Kennet, Arrochar, Dumbartonshire, Mer- 
ogee High Court’ Pet Dec 23 Ord March 3 
Moss, Joszeru, Rotherham, Boot Maker . Sheffield Pet 
March March 3 


3 Ord 
Necro, Mayrrepo, aifred Bedford sq, Hotel 
h Court 


Pet: Merch 2 Ord March 2 
evry Witu1aM Micuart, M 


Suffolk, 
——_ Pet Feb17 Ord 
ordsq High Court Pet Dec 16 Ord 


Micuouson, J H, 
Oventox, Freperick Wii11am, Ashborne, Derbyshire, 
Burton on Burton Pet Feb 14 “onan 


Grocer 
Parersoy, James Henry, 
Clerkin in HM Customs Ginouton Pet ‘Mar 2 Ord 
Sioan, WiLL1am James, Liverpool, Fruit Merchant Liver- 
ol Pet Feb 11 Ord Mar 4” 
on ~<a E, Newgate st High Court Pet Septé 
Sroakes, Joun Gzorce, New Clee, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman 
Gt Grimsby Pet Mar 2 Ord Mar 2 ur, 
Warts CLARENCE CHAMBERLAIN, St ’s sq, Bays- 
Wait, Seams Laon, Body Leesed Veter Laton 
BB, Sipvey, Lu ii er 
Pet Mar 4’ Ord Mar 


Wuere.er, CHARLES, West psaiosn, Wilts, Labourer 
Salisbury Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 


London Gazette—Tuxrspay, March 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Amp, Exiza, Evesye Assoxox, and Seomes Harprer 
MerepitH, Exeter st, Strand, Prin’ ters High Court 
Pet Mar5 Ord Mar 5 

eeenanens, Goose, New Bond st, Dressmaker High 
Court Mar3 Ord Mar 5 

Batme, Josepn Surcuirre, Broad Tree, Halifax, Yeast 
Dealer Halifax Pet Maré Ord Mar6 

Buwxuory, Bensamiy, Gt Shelford, Cambs, Baker Cam- 
bri Pet Maré Ord Mar 6 

Brown, eae, Y a Leics, Farmer Burton on 
Trent Pet Mar Ord Mar 6 


Nevitt, 
Gent 


Buckier, Joseru A ony oe End, nr Nuneaton, 
Cattle Dealer Coventry Pet Mar7 ‘ord. Mar7 oa 


Conex, Ropert, Leeds, Jeweller’s Assistant 
dime Seah too if eens Cotton Spi 
—, OSEPH, of Hu m Spinner 
vet. Apr - peo A Cc Hath Lei 
, ARTHUR, an Ae SOTTON ics, 
Farmer Leicester Pet Mar 3 Ord Mar 3 a 
Davies, Davip, Lianarth, ieving Officer 
Shere io Pet Mat 4 Ont idge, nr Colne, Lan 
EWHURST, THOMAS w Bri cs, 
Publican B Pet March 7 Ord March 7 


Dovey, Henry Water, Brighton, Lamp Warehouseman 
chton Pet March 6 Ord March 6 


6 
Duxx, Cuaries, Exeter, Stockbroker Exeter Pet Feb 20 
Ep’ ng a Kidderminster, Baker Kidderminster 
WARDS, JOSIAH. , er 
Fr Pot March 4 Ord Maruh 4 Essex, Saddler Col 
ELD ILLIAM 01 e en, er - 
chester Pet March 6 Ord March 5 
Tron, CHARLES Receer,. late of 
Wine Merchant’s eller High oo Pet mes 8 
Putt Ns Lives, fray Hotel Propet 
CH ANCES, vi ‘ormerly rietor 
Liverpool Pet Jan 20 Ord March 6 


Hatt, Roper, Eshol! Shipley, York, Farmer Leeds 
Pet Feb 30 Ord March 6 


Haywarp, Witiiam James, and Gzorcz Wituiam Hay- 
warp, Beer lane, Pri igh Court Pet March 7 


7 
anes, ALEXANDER Wa.wace, Bradford, Draper Brad- 
ford PetMarch5 Ord March 5 
mremors, Isaac, Shelsley Beauchamp, Wores, Farmer 
Worcester Pet March5 Ord 
Hopasoy, Gzorncs Martin, Kendal, Boot Dealer Kendal 
Pet March 6 Ord March 6 
Hupsarp, Joseph Wituiam, and Jony Anruur Masoy, 
acturers Leicester Pet March 


8 Ord March 3 
Ivey, Pearce, Plymouth, ern Victualler East Stone- 
house Pet March 5” Ord March 6 


Jacons, I Laem, ARE » Commercial Clerk High 
Jou E my on Li 1, Builder Liverpool 
weston, Henry CALvERrt, ~ ay er 
Pet March 8 Ord March 5 


8 
Macuix, Jouxn Rosert, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet 
March 4 Ord Maroh 4 


T. Tea 
Pet ‘Feb 12” Ord 


ay WL Plymouth, late Contractor East Stonehouse 
ED, Jonny, trac! 
Pet March 6 Ord Rtarel 


6 
Sawrey omen James Faevitue, Aldford st, Park lane, 
Gent High Gourt Pet Deo 19 Ord March 5 


W: 
Bind Baler tas ht 


Psacsy, Reainatp Decimvs, Newoastle on 
Merchant ewcastle on Tyne 





Werxs, Herny, New Cross, Kent, Baker Greenwich Pet 

W) 4, Ont Mar : Park rd, Financial 
ILEMAN, (OHN 
rey Mtigh Court Pet March’ Ord March 6 

The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette of March 6. 

Toozs, Faeperick Witu1am, Stokes Croft, Bristol, Jour- 
neyman Printer Bristol Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

pate, Wore, Paliies March 23 


vata, Dein, Insurance 


County Court bldge” pe ag 


BENNeTT, co “punstall, Staffs, Carter March 17 at 11 


BuivxHory, ag Great Shelford, Cambs, Baker 
March 17 12, Of E 6 Petty Our, Cambridge 
se Winer Farmer March 18 

Witz Backford Burton-on-Trent 
Pe: Worcete, 1 Victualler March 


Corrox, ArTHur, and ALFRED a 
Farmers March 18 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, 


Leicester 
Covtsox, Wiii1aM Rosson, Gateshead, Durham, Licensed 
Victualler March 18 at11 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 
castle-on- 
Downnam, Wittiam, Gzornce Butter Downnam, and 
Water Dowyuan, Nelson, Lanes, Joiners ‘Mar 19 at 
= 1 Badong Bete, Eten S * 
WARDS, JoHN, Newtown, Montgomery, Mar 
= 3. CF o> loa 
ELD, es YON, Dorset, no occupation Mar 
18at1 Antelope Hotel, 
re Wiiu1am Georce, Cranmer rd, Forest Gate, 
my ~ * ae Mar 18ati1l1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Groner, Epwarp, and Frances Frorence Apa Gzorcz, 
Heref Merchants Mar 20 at 2 


law 
Society, st, Lg 
Haut, Atrrep, Swansea, p bn Merchant Mar 17 at 12 
Off Rec, 97, 2 
espensos, A Mancanst, Ok 


a, Older 
a oh ig Pern tty imam Gal 
se ey at 10. 10, a 1 Auhentour ferme 
Warwickshire, eg Stationer 
12 OR Ry 


owen, Teg THomas, a 
H sy caine Wituiam, and Aton under iyne or 
UBBA! 
BARD, Bee Meters Mar It ot 120 Od 
Labourer Mar 18 at 


21 at 2.30 yg 
JosgrH Tuomas, Birmingham, Baker 20 atl 


na Py caumare rom, Bi Clerk in the 
*“Divil Service March 19 at 11 ey ag 


Bootle, Provision Dealer March 19 
st, Liverpool 


Ray, T: Roserr, Bootle, 
y, Re ps _ 
Yorks, General Dealer 
orthallerton 


Sense! 
18 2, 
Srons, Wraes aM, 1 


Arravus B., 
March 19 at 4.15 County court bl 
Sroakes, Joun Groner, Son he , Fisher- 
man March 18 3, Haven st, Great 


Grimsby 
Ghee in PO Mare saareh 19 at 2.90 Pp yma 7 Sa = 


inn 
Tooze, Freperick Witi1am, Stokes Croft, Jour- 
on Printer March 19 at 12 On Tes, Denk chsken, 


hig oma re Builder March 19 at 12.30 Off 
Watxer, Frepericx, Worcester, Licensed Victualler 
March 23 at 11 Oif Reo, W: 


> ano, Btocton oy Biackamih March 18 
Waeeter, Cnarces, Wi wt, Harnhar, Wile, Labourer 
Wi mh 17 at 1135, OF Re, Ree Milles March 20 at 11.45 
‘00: A J 
Off Reo, Week wt Maidstone 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
Auseawe, Ore Fae Stars, Wes, Sule Worvces- 
Ayprews, Jouxn Witu1 Woolwich, Chemist Green- 
wich, Pot Jan 98 Ord March 
Aras, fone ont Denaiox, Old Jewry, Agent High Court 


oo es ny ea SY 








Burvxuory, Bexs Gt 
b AMIN, ans, Sate, Bates Cam- 


Brows Wiese Blackfordby, Farmer and Grazier 
a es es atigh Court 

conte Se Oe ait acts be 
Marché Ord 6 

CorrToy, and Aurrep Corrox, Hathern, Leics, 


Pet March 2_ Ord March 3 


be od Newcastle on Tyne March 3 Ord 
Cox, Gsorcz Nzxsoy, Has- 

tings Pet Jan a8” Ont Mach ¢ Aeenpase 
Davis, Da Cardiganshire, Relieving Officer 


Dewnvest, Laneshaw nr Lancs, 
ae A 
Bowerghton Pet Mar 6 Mar 6 

Pet 4 Ord Mar4 





Tooze, Freverice Wit.1ax, 
ae Printer Bristol 


Wanenam, Epwarp, and gy Se 
Sees Seth eerie Tron "Pet Feb is Ged 
Woon, Epwano, Snodland, Kent, Miller Maidstone Pet 


Ord March 6 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 

Fosrsr, Freperick, ep eeene funky ud 
Nov 20, 1890 Annul - 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb 16 





AU letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

The Subscription to the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL ts 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 28s.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Subd- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law cal, Ss. 6d. 
Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, & 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 
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SOLICITORS’ 





BENEVOLENT 





ASSOCIATION. 





INSTITUTED 1868. 





For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, 


and their Wives, Widows, and Families. 





The Srxty-Stxtn Hatr-Yearty Generat Meerine of the Memsers of this Association will be held at the Law 
Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on WEpNEsDAy, Marcu 18ru, to receive from the Board their Half-Yearly Report, with 
a Statement of Accounts for the financial year ending December 31st, 1890, and for the transaction of other General 


Business. 


The Chair will be taken at Two o’Crioox p.m. 


9, Clifford’s-inn, London, E.C., February 24th, 1891. 


JAMES THOMAS SCOTT, Secretary. 








PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus anp Sriversmirus, 1 anp 2, GRACECHURCH-STREET, CoRNHILL, 


Lonpon, E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they accuraTELY APPRAISE the above for the 


LzoGat Proression or purcHase the same for cash if desired. Established 1772. 
Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 





UNIVERSITY OF LONDON. 
SPECIALLY PREPARED COURSES OF LESSONS 


By tHe Tvrors or 
UNIVERSITY CORRESPONDENCE COLLEGE 
Are given for the London University 
EXAMINATIONS IN LAW. 


Students are for these Examinations by a 
London LL.D. who was University Law Bxhibitioner, and 
first in First-class Honours in Jurisprudence and Roman 


Law. 
epee 7 
Successes a ce" 
the yeur over 450 U. Students passed 


IyTER. Laws and ao ge > 2 ane 0. a 
passed, 3 taking Honours ( one D , wi ni- 
Vong eniiiien, cad eho cooent 

may y be had | 





al 


sa"the fe Szcretrary, Univ. Corr. 
Ginn, Dectedion a0, Strand, W.C. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
rnc he THe Year 1854. 





198, CHANCERY LANE, L LONDON, W.C. 


1, ROYAL EXCHANGE P BUILDINGS, E.C. 
Lars Department. 


di 


attention is drawn to the foll features :— 
Bonus add 


Reversionary led to Poli on young 
the last division of nr pains. oben whole of 


cid and Unconditional ‘Policies granted with- 
extra premium 


Whole 
Claims are Sadie tamale an peed of death: unt 


Fizz DerantMenr. 
Private Houses and Buildings, if brick and 


tiled or and free from hazardous surroundings, 
at of 1s. 6d. for each £100. 
eee = hone of sinless constuction 
insured at a 
Loans on 


Prospectuses and every nnian': may be ‘obtained 
8. G. WARNER, Actuary. 


'TIMSON’S LIST of PROPERTIES for 
SALE for the month contains 2,000 invest- 
eet aeeed etthoet henge tthe ent a me — 
RC vemay Aad rey Ft ped by Lat contract.—Mr. 


R. B. A. REEVES, LAND AGENT and | 1 
0. LONSDALE CHAMBERS, 7, 
is prepared to condi 


aero 
es 


3 





z 








REVERSIONS, ANNUITIES, LIFE 
INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, &c. 


ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRAN- 
FIELD (successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.), Land 
and Reversion Valuers and Auctioneers, may be consulud 

Their all questions ap the above Interests. 

eir Periodical Sales (establi ed by the late Mr. H. E. 
Marsh in 1843) occur on the First Thursda 
realizing t the year, and are the i 

this description of property. Advances made, if 

req pending completion, or permanent mortgages 

parvo —Address, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. 


M INDERMAUR (assisted by Mr. 
THWAITES) continues to Read with Serdents at 
his See ‘ Ghancoryaane La a. ss, 

personally o: etter; see ites of fom, 

each month's vig lynn Students’ Journal.” for each 

Solicitors’ Final and Intonnediave and Bar Final Examina- 

tions, and Pupils also received for Private and Postal Pre- 


paration. 

Note.—Students reading with Mr. Indermaur have the use 
of a Set of Rooms at his Chambers for study during the day and 
the use of his Library there without extra fee. See further 
particulars in “* Law Students’ Journal,” also past results, 
Mr, Indermaur has now prepared 11 winners of the 1st prize at 
the Solicitors’ Final. 


CLASSES for FINAL and HONOURS EXAMINATION 
are taken personally for two hours each day by 


R. GEO. F. HUGGINS (First in First 
Class Honours, Easter, 1880, and Winner of the 
Fowl Preps ed po Be. apply, &, 
Chance: W.Cc. o _— 


RESULTS... —In January last 17 out of 19 Fm gerd sent up 
passed dnd 3 obtained Honours. During the last eight years 
825 out of 900 pupils sent up have passed, and a large percentage 
have obtained Honours, <All prizes awarded in with 








psacexs to be Disposed of in Large 

Town in Lancashire suitable for = 
vocate and poy oo he business ; £5,000 req ; mo 
| offer except b wy with capital entertained.—Ad- 
| dress, Zera, treet Brothers, 5, Serle-street, Lin- 
| coln’s-inn, W. —. 


LAY: -—Great Savin 








—Abstracts Copied at 
ixpence per sheet; A; Beatle, Costs ye and Bulefs One 
Penny per oe beat Deeds Engrossed “pence per 
folio net.—Krrr & ann ay 3, Chicheerentente by &, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 


OLICITOR’S OFFICE.—Junior Common 
Law Clerk Wanted; good shorthand. ser to B., 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, 


OUNG SOLICITOR (unadmitted) seeks 
Conveyancing and General Clerkship ; has knowledge 

of <a appointments; court work with supervision ; 
excellent references ; either town or country. 
‘Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery- 








Ape, 3 were. 


lane, 





ANTED. —Intelligent Capable MEN as 











soporte for National Society for the Prevention 
of Cruelty Children; wages commencing 30s., rising to 
50s. ; must be under 40 years of age; married preferred 
strictest personal Applicat as te — ge hm 
oe rie! uired.—Application, by le o 

icers — ent, 7, Harper-stree rg eo 


“ 


Ww. C. Applications from ‘the country cone be consid: — 
ANTED.—Securities for several large 


sums of money waiting Investment on Mo: 
£10,000 at 3} per cent. (landed estate only), £3,000 to £5,000, 
4 to 4} per cent. on freehold or leasehold residences or 
Leuoene places.— Bett, Witiiams, Son, & Co., d 
Agents, 40, North John-street, Liverpool. 


ORTGAGE.—The Advertiser is open to 
£9,000 for three years, at 7 per cent., on 

in Tie furth a property, real estate and harbour frontages, 
630, Messrs. Dee, & 


my pores on fatreete .—Address, Z 
ORTGAGES.—Various sums ready to ‘be 
advanced on allie Pech nm realiy sound London or 
omer properties ; well 1 holds preferred ; borrowers 
requested to send particulars of their securities 
to oy ng H. E. cee & cole 6, Poultey, E. oe. 














the Final have from time to time been won by his pupils, includ- 
ing the Clement's and Clifford’s-inn and Reardon Prizes, 
Broderip Gold Medal, &c, 


R. J. HARPER SCAIFE (LL.B., Lond., 
Law Lecturer at King’s College, Joint-Editor of 
“ The Jurist’) and 


Mr. W. GREENWOOD, 


Barristers-at-Law, ie | » PREPARE Candidates for 

Bar, Solicitors, Examinations in Chambers 

by Comenpondene: Tiulistion’? Final and Intermedia — 

M Aids, sank: “Fy eof great tl S 

emory wi prov 
Classes in chambers for April and ‘an tun 

SW —For q Saisie and fees, ad- 

dress, 1, Elm-court, Temple. 





ACTS HUNTED UP; Registers Searched; 
MB Found; P Traced ; in 2 aes Museum, 





CHANCERY- to uct Sales of Free- Reghisies. ks and Papers 

hold any Leones ~ by A on Moderate ees Translated in rth - from Manuseri; 

terms. Property —Pracocx ne Puscoce, Antiquarian 5 
an 4 LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS.— ESIDENT PATIENTS. —A List of Medical 
Suite of Five Lofty, Light Offices ; parts willing to receive their homes 

mong are ae 3 ow ; Resident Patients, together with a full Mf the 

first class firm of solicitors. view 
able for a — a ° “ "oe off terms, s., can be without 








Soap toon Mx. @. B. Srocxzs, 8, Lancaster 





ee a BOUGHT.—To Exooutors, § Bolici- 
—HENRY SOTHERAN 
Strand, and b-. ‘Piocadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES 01 ge 


also value for PROBATE. © 





perienced ames promptly sent. Removals without rouble 
or expense to Established 1816. T phic 
Address, ’ Code in use, Unicode, 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE 14 MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
rian Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wi igs and Gowns for Registrars, 
erks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


‘Tow 








94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 
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